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INTRODUCTION 


Much heed not be said here in regard to the personal history of the 
two authors—^regarding their (a) date/ (6) residence, (c) contact and 
relation with other writers; as all this has been dealt with in great detail 
in the excellent Foreword attached to Vol. I of the Sanskrit Text. From 
this we learn that our Authors—^who were Master and Pupil—(a) lived 
between 705 and 764 A.D.,—(6) they were residents of Magadha in North 
India, from where they went over to Thibet* 

There are some points in connection with the third point (c). Among 
the other writers referred to in the work, we have the name "Sahantabhadra* 
occurring twice in the Text (pages 606 and 608); while the name given 
in the Foreword is '8aihghabhadra\ and the pages referred to therein are 
also the same—606 and 508. Which of the two is the correct form of the 
name ? *Sanghahhadra* would appear to be so,—because we know what 

*8ahgha* is; while we do not know what ^Sahanta^ is. In the body of 
the Translation, however, we have retained the form 'SaharUabhadra', 
because it was felt that the same misprint, if it is a misprint, could not 
appear twice, and in such close proximity too. It is interesting to note 
that *Samantabhadra^ is one of the names of the Buddha Himself men¬ 
tioned in the Amarakosa. 

Another interesting point regarding this third point (c) is that while 
the authors deal with, name and make large quotations from, the works 
of Shabara and Kumdrilay they do not seem even to know PrabhdJcara; 
and yet Prabhdkara flourished about the same time as KumdriUiy if not 
earlier; and his views are really deserving of notice. The reason for this 
perhaps lay in the fact that Prabhdkara does not materially deviate from 
Shabara, while Kumdrila does deviate from him, and in his attempt to 
revive the ' Astika-patha’, he renders himself open to direct attack 
from the other quarter. 

The list of authors provided in the Foreword does not contain the 
name of ‘ V&tsiputra', and yet the Author devotes Texts 336-349 to the 
demolishing of the Pndgala-philosophy of this writer, who is described as 
4^1111^^. Apparently he represents a distinct sect among Buddhists 
known as * Vdteaputrlya", ‘Pudgala* appears to figure very largely in 
the presentation of this philosophy. 

The Foreword to the Text also provides us with an account of the 
‘philosophy* of our Authors {vide pp. XXXVIII-LIII); wherein we 
have a connected account of most of the important topics, 

For all this the reader is referred to the said volume, 
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Here we are going to put together what details we have gleaned 
from the Text, in course of the translating. 

Though the above-mentioned Foreword has supplied us with an 
exhaustive list of Authors referred to and named in the Tattva-sangraJui 
and its commentary, one fails to find there the name of Tdyin who is 
named, and quoted from, in the Commentary on p. 12 of the Text,— 
and again in Shantarak^ita’s text itself in Verse 1788. One wonders if 
‘Tayin’ is a title of one of the writers already mentioned in the Foreword. 
From Text 3320, it would seem as if ‘Tayin* were only another name for 
BvMha Himself; as Tdyin is here spoken of as *Sarvavit\ * omniscient’, 
which epithet can apply to the Buddha only;—this same identification 
is indicated also in Texts 3368, 3498, 3501 (which again speaks of Tdyin 
as ‘omniscient’) where the commentary definitely says— ^Tdyino hud* 
dhmya\ ‘of Tdyin the BtMha\ 

Under Text 1565, we have a simple explanation of the generally 
accepted principle that a the Cognition apprehending 

what has been already apprehended by another Cognition, is not 
Pramd^a, —not a valid Cognition. The reason provided is that such 
Cognition cannot be the —^the most efficient instrument of 

the Apprehension, which has already been brought about by another 
Instrument, in the shape of the previous Cognition; hence the later 
Cognition cannot be regarded as WT^iS’cnr, VifPir, which name can 
be applied only to what is the —the —of the Pramdy 

Apprehension. 

I have often felt,—as Vijfianabhiksu also felt—that there was deep 
kinship between‘Vedanta’ and ‘Buddhist Idealism’,—^the only difference 
of importance being that while the Buddhist Idealist regarded Jndna, 
like everything else, to be momentary, though real —more real, at any 
rate, than the External World,—^the Vedanta regarded Jndna, —at least, 
the Highest Jnana, ‘Consciousness’, which is the same as ‘Soul’, the 
highest Self, to be the only Reality—and permanent. We have been 
inclined to regard this as an achievement of the Great Shankaraoharya, 
who succeeded thus in reconciling Hinduism and Buddhism and thus 
helping the fusion of the two.—^It seems however that this feature of the 
‘VedSnta’, this stressing of the etemality of 'Jndna\ at any rate, was 
older than Shankaracharya,—^if we admit the date usually assigned to 
this great writer. For Shantarak^ita in Text No. 328 et seq,, in dealing 
with the philosophers whom he calls 

declares (in Texts 330-331) that the defect in the philosophy of these is 
alight, consisting only in their regarding all Jndna as ‘one and eternal’. 

g ftfiOTtflllWJ l So, if Shankaracharya came after the 
seventh century, he can be credited only with having emphaaiaed this 
idea and thereby led to the fusion of the two Philosophies or Beligions, 
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This belief is further strengthened by a reference to the Brahmaaiddhi of 
Mandana Mishra,—^which is believed to be anterior to Shahkaracharya. 

Under Text 348 we note another parallelism between the Buddhist 
and Vedanta ways of dealing with the ‘Soul’. We know that, in the 
last resort, the VedSntin has recourse to the idea of 
the ‘Soul’ being one of the Inexplicable, things. We 

find the same idea expressed by Shdntaraksita and his commentator 
under Text 348. The question having been put—“If no such thing as the 
Pudgala exists, then how was it that when asked if the Jlva was different 
from, or the same as, the Body, the Blessed Lord only vouchsafed the 
answer that ‘this matter has not been explained’; why did not He say 
straight away that ‘there was no such thing as the Jlva, Soul, apart 
from the Body*?”—The only answer given by Shdntaraksita is that the 
intention of the Compassionate One was the denial of Ndstikya (i.e. the 
view that denies the other world and other Regions); and to this end 
he adopted various methods’.—So that according to this also the Soul 
is something that has ‘not been explained’, is ‘inexplicable’, 

On p. 16, line 7, we find mentioned a Kdvya of the name of Sltdharai^u ; 
the poet’s name is not given. 

Under Texts 2671-2673 we have a comparison drawn between the 
Mimamsaka’s and the Buddhist’s idea of Pralaya, Dissolution. According 
to the former, Dissolution consists in the destruction of particular 
countries and of particular families or peoples ; and there is no such thing 
as Universal Dissolution; there is no evidence for any such Dissolution: 
while according to the Buddhist, there is an ‘undeniable Destruction 
affecting even Brahma and others, which affects the Veda also; so that 
Dissolution consists in “the withdrawal of the energy of Fire, Water and 
Air, extending horizontally over the Trisdhmra-Mahdsdhasra (?), down¬ 
wards to the lowest limits of the atmospheric air, and upwards to 
the highest stages of Dhydna ; which affects Brahmd and other beings 
also”. 

Text 2447 speaks of the Pdraslkas as perceiving nothing wrong in the 
marriage of their mother. Does this mean ‘Widow-marriage’ ?—or 
something worse?—^Text 2807 speaks of these Pdrasikas as blindly 
adhering to their custom. 

In Text 2520 the view is expressed that ‘attraction by the Magnet 
is due to the contact of the invisible rays of light emanating from the 
Magnet and penetrating the piece of Iron *. Does this indicate the 
knowledge of the fact that all phenomena relating to Light, Electricity 
and Magnetism are due to the action of the same ‘Force* or ‘Fluid* ? 

The commentary on Texts 2653-2655, distinguishes between the 
verbal usage of the ‘ Irya' from that of the 'Dravi^\ 
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The two important technical terms of Buddhist philosophy 
*PrtUiaankhifdnirodha^ and ^ApraiiaaAkhyanirodha* have been variously 
understood. The commonly-accepted view is that these terms stand for 
* Conscious’ and ‘Unconscious Destruction*. Texts 2748-2749 bring out 
the other explanation. They say—“The two Nirodhas are not regarded 
as being of the nature of Destruction; because *PraiisaAkhyd-nirodha is 
regarded as ‘Dissociation, one after the other, from Impurities—brought 
about by Wisdom’; while Apratisankhyd-nirodha is that which serves as 
an absolute bar to the appearance of Impurities”; and this latter, 
adds the commentary, is due not to Wisdom, but to the inefficiency of the 
causes productive of the Impurities. 

Text 2945 speaks of Mlmdmsakas as "Prdchya* (or Prochya); does 
this stand for ‘ Easterner ’ ? And does that indicate that Mlmdmsd had 
its origin in the country to the East of Ndlanda, where Shdntaraksita 
is believed to have taught ? This would fit in with common belief that a 
thousand years ago, the small land of Mithila was able to bring together 
nine-hundred Mimamsakas at any ordinary gathering of Pandits. 

The commentary on Text 3018 tells us of the juice of the Drorfa 
flower as curing jaundice, when dropped into the eyes. 

Text 3486 has accepted the definition of Dharma as 

Texts 3511-3512 tell us of a Shdkhd (Rescensional Text) of the 
Veda,—known as 'Nimitta^ which speaks oVBha^avdn-MuniscUtarmh ',— 
the ‘Blessed Lord, the Best of Sages’—explained by the commentary 
as Shdkya Muni ,—as being 'sarmjna', ‘omniscient’. 


When I was asked to undertake the translation of the TaUvusangraha 
and its commentary, I agreed to do it, with some trepidation; because I 
have had no direct knowledge of the tenets of Buddhist philosophy, 
and I am fully conscious of the need of ‘direct teaching 

from the Teacher’s mouth’, in all important matters.—careful study 
of the Sanskrit Introduction attached to the Text, however, gave me 
valuable information and as I proceeded with the work, the way became 
gradually smoothened, and I was enabled to complete the work. 

The work is rather disappointing; it is purely and almost entirely 
polemical; its avowed aim being the demolition of all views contrary to 
the tenets of orthodox Buddhism,—^the doctrinaire part of which is neatly 
—^though not at all clearly—set forth in the six opening verses of the 
Text. 

I cannot conclude this without thanking Dr. Benoytosh Bhattachftrya, 
the talented Director of the Oriental Institute^ for help rendered of 
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various kinds,—and also the Baptist Mission Press who have carried 
through the printing with their usual efficiency. 

GANGANATHA JHA. 


'MlTHlLi’, 
Aixahabad, 
July 16, 1938. 
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Vol. II, 


CHAPTER XIX. 

Other Forms and Means of Knowledge. 

(A) 

Verbal Cognition, 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author now proceeds to show that there are only two Means or Forms 
of Knowledge, by refuting the various theories regarding their number.— 
The Opponent (of the Buddhist) urges the following objection :— 


TEXT (1487). 

Inasmuch as there are other Means or Forms of ICnowlbdob, in 

THE SHAPE OF VERBAL COGNITION AND OTHERS,—^WHY HAS THE 
DEFINITION OF ONLY TWO SUCH MEANS BEEN PROVIDED ? 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent means to do by this is (1) to point out that the 
definition provided is ‘ too narrow and (2) to indicate that what has been 
asserted (under Text 3) regarding Truth ‘ being ascertained by the two Means 
or Forms of Knowledge ’ is futile. 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 


TEXT (1488). 

The reply to this is as follows :—In fact, there cannot be any 
FORM OF Cognition except the two (already described) ; 
because all THE OTHERS THAT HAVE BEEN POSTULATED 
EITHER DO NOT POSSESS THE CHARACTER OF THE 

‘ Form of Right Cognition or are included 
IN THESE TWO.— (1488) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Included in these —^i.e. in the two Forms of Cognition already 
described. 
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What is meant is as foUowsThe characteristic of VaUd Kwml^ 
is that it should be in conformity with the real state of things; and this is 
not present at aU in any of the others that have been postulated; evMy case 
where this characteristic is present, is included in the said two, and hence 
the others have not been described separately.—(1488) 

The Author now proceeds to show how the other so-called ‘ Means or 
Forms of Knowledge ’ are not real Means or Forms of Knowledge-or how, if 
they are real Means or Forms of Cognition, they are included under the two 
postulated by the Buddhist. 

The additional Means or Forms of Knowledge posited by others are the 
following(1) Verbal Cognition, (2) Analogical Cognition, (3) ^sumption, 
(4) Negation, (5) Ratiocinative Cognition, (6) Non-apprehension, (7) Pro- 
bability, (8) Tradition and (9) Intuition. 

As regards Verbal Cognition, the Author says as follows 

TEXTS (1489--1491). 

Other people have declared ‘ Verbal Cognition * to be that 

KNOWLEDGE OF IMPERCEPTIBLE THINGS WHICH IS DERIVED FROM 

Words ” and [they provide the following account of it], 
—“ That Cognition is derived from (a) the Eternal Sentence 
AND from (6) the Sentence uttered by a trustworthy person.— 
This cannot be ‘ Sense-perception because the object appre¬ 
hended by it is beyond the reach of the Senses ;—^nor can 
it be ‘ Inference because it is devoid of the characteristic 

FEATURES OF INFERENCE ;—UNTIL THE SUBJECT (MlNOR TeRM) IS 
definitely known TO BE POSSESSED OF THE PrOBANDUM AND 
ALSO OF THE PrOBANS, IT CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A CASE OF 

* Inference ’ of that Subject.— (1489-1491) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shabara-svdmin (in his Mlmdmsd-bhdsya on 1. 1. 6) has provided tlie 
following definition of Verbal Cognition ;—“ That cognition of things not 
within reach of the senses which proceeds from the cognition of words is 
called Verbal ” ; which means tliat the Specific Individuality of the word 
having been apprehended, the cognition that follows after that, in regard 
to things beyond the reach of the Senses, is called Verbal Cognition^ because 
it is derived from words. 

“This Verbal Cognition is of two kinds—(1) Proceeding from words not 
emanating from human beings, and (2) Proceeding from the words of trust¬ 
worthy persons.—^This cognition is different from Sense-perception, because 
the object apprehended by it is beyond the reach of the senses.—^Nor is it 
Inference; as it is devoid of the ‘ tliree features For instance, the object 
of Inferential Cognition is the Svbject (Minor Term) which is qualified by 
the character that ie sought to be proved (i.e. the Probandum),—^not merely 
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the Subject by itself, nor the chareuster by itself; and until the Probans is 
definitely known as having the same character and cus appertaining to the 
same Subject,—^the Inference cannot proceed. That is to say, until the 
presence of the Probans in the Subject is definitely cognised with certainty,^ 
there can be no Inference ”,—(1489-1491) 


Qv^ion —^Why cannot this condition of the definite cognition of the 
Probans in the Subject be fulfilled in the case in question ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1492). 

“ In the case in question (i.e. in Verbal Cognition) that which 

WOULD BE REGARDED AS THE Svbject FORMS THE cbject COguised 
itself ; AND UNLESS THIS IS COGNISED, THERE CAN BE 
NO IDEA OF ANY CHARACTER (PrOBANS) BE- 
LONGING TO IT.”— (1492) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ In the case of Verbal Cognition, anything, in the shape of the Tree and 
such things,—that may be assumed to be the Subject, —^forms the o6yec^ cognised 
itself; as that is what is expressed by the word. That is to say, in this 
case, the Subject itself—^and not the Svbject as qvalified by the Prohandvm,— 
is the object cognised ; and so long as the said Subject has not been definitely 
cognised, how can there be any definite cognition of any character as belong¬ 
ing to it ? ”—(1492) 


TEXT (1493). 

‘‘And if the Subject has already been cognised, prior to the 

RECOGNITION OF THE PrOBANS IN THE SUBJECT (i.E. THE MlNOR 

Premiss)—then what is the use of knowing that 
THE Probans subsists in it and so forth, by 
VIRTUE of which THE COGNITION COULD BE 
REGARDED AS Inference ? ”— (1493) 

COMMENTARY, 

“ Then again, if the Subject has been cognised before the recognition of 
the Minor Premiss, then all attempt to obtain the recognition of this latter 
would be futile; because the purpose of the whole attempt is to secure the 
cognition of the Subject; hence, if that has been cognised, what would be the 
use in trying to know of the presence of the Probans in the Subject ? ** 
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What has been stated is on the basis of taking it for granted that what 
the opponent has asserted is true. As a matter of fact^ the Word is not a 
property of any such Subject as the Tree; as it is always found in the place 
where the Speaker is.—(1493) 

It has been shown that (in the case of Verbal Cognition), there can be 
no subsistence in the Subject (i.e. the Minor Premiss); the following Text 
shows that there is no possibility of concomitance (between the Probans and 
the Probandum, as expressed in the Major Premiss)— 


TEXT (1494). 

Nob can the concomitance of the Word with the object Inferred 
(Probandum) be ascertained ; the concomitance op all 
things is recognised only by their function¬ 
ing.”— (1494) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ascertained ’—recognised with certainty. 

‘ By their functioning \ —^i.e. by existence, by being present. 

What is meant is that it is only what exists that can be concomitant, 
not what does not exist.—(1494) 

The same idea is further elucidated :— 


TEXT (1496). 

It is only when the Fire exists whenever there is Smoke that 
ITS concomitance is clearly perceived. In the case in 
question however, there is no such certain idea 
as that ‘ the thing spoken of exists wher¬ 
ever THE Ward EXISTS — (1496) 

COMMENTARY. 

** It is because of the well-recognised fact that ‘ wherever there is smoke 
there must be Fire ’ that Fire is said to be concomitant with smoke ; there is 
however no such concomitance between the Word and the Thing (spoken 
of).”—(1496) 


Question :—^Why is there no such concomitance ? 
Artsmr :— 
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TEXTS (1496-1497). 

It dobs not exist at the place (where the Word is) ; nor at the 
TIME.-—If it be urged that the required concobotance 

WOULD BE thebe IN VIEW OP THE ETERNALITY AND THE 

ALL-PERVASIVE CHARACTER (OF THE WoRD) ”,—THEN , 

[the ANSWER IS THAT] THAT WOULD BE SO WITH 
ALL WORDS ; AND FOR THAT SAME REASON THE 
CONCOMITANCE BEING PERCEIVED IN ALL 
CASES, THERE WOULD BE NO IDEA OF 

THE negative concomitance at all ; 

AND IT WOULD THUS BE POSSIBLE 
FOR ALL WORDS TO PROVIDE 
THE COGNITION OF ALL 

THINGS.”— (1496-1497) 

COMMENTARY. 

** The Thing (spoken of) does not exist at the place that is occupied by 
the Word ; for instance, the word ‘ Dates * is heard in one place—^the city of 
PdpalipiUra for instance,—and yet the thing,—the dates themselves—do not 
exist there. Nor again is the Thing necessarily present at the time that the 
word is present; for instance, the word ‘ Dilipa * is present (uttered) now, 
while the person of that name lived long ago; and while the word ‘ Mahd~ 
samrmta * is present now, what it denotes is to come in future.—^Under the 
circumstances, how can there be concomitance between words and the things 
denoted by them ? 

“ The following might be urged—‘ Words are eternal and as such exist 
at all times ; so that things denoted by them cannot exist at a time other 
than that of the Word ; nor can they exist at a place other than that occupied 
by the words, as being all-pervading in character, words are present at all 
places. Thus, by reason of their etemality and all-pervasive charactery there 
would be concomitance between the Words and the Things denoted by them 

“ If that be so, then, such eternality and all-pervasiveness belong to ail 
words equally; and hence it should not be the case that particular words 
should denote particular things only ; in fact, any single word should denote 
all things, as all things would be present at the place and at the time at 
which the Word is present. 

‘ The negative concomitance ’—^i.e. the absence of the Probans wherever 
there is absence of the Probandum. 

‘ There would be no idea ’—^no apprehension ; for the same reason that 
words are eternal and all-pervading, —(1496-1497) 


Recapitulating the arguments, the Opponent formulates his case as 
follows:— 
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TEXT (1498). 

Thus the Verbal Cognition is no^-Jn/ersnce —because it is 

DEVOID OP the three Features ;—like Sense-perception ;— 
as is shown by the absence of an object like thaC* 

—(1498) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Proposition of his Reasoning is—‘ The Verbal Cognition is not* 
Inference ; *—‘ because it is devoid of the three features ’ is the statemerU of 
the Probans (Minor Premiss);—‘ like Sense-perception ’ is the Corroborative 
Instance.—And ‘ as is shown by the absence of an object like that ’ is said 
in support of the Minor Premiss; what is meant by this is that the object 
of the Inference brought about by the Inferential Indicative like Smoke is 
the Subject as endowed with the particular property (Probandiun),—and 
any such object is absent in the case of Verbal Cognition.”—(1498) 

Says the Opponent—‘ Not having the Three-features, Verbal Cognition 
may not be Inference; but how can it be regarded as Valid or Right 
Cognition * ? 

The answer is as follows :— 


TEXT (1499). 

^‘Inasmuch as the words speaking of the Agnihotra and other 

THINGS BRING ABOUT UNSHAKEABLE COGNITIONS,—THE 
CHARACTER OP BEING Right Cognition cannot be 
DENIED TO THEM.”— (1499) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition is ‘ unshakeable ’ by reason of its being free from doubt 
and error; that is, it is Right Cognition because there is no Right Cognition 
Bublating it; just in the same way as Sense-perception is Right Cognition. 

Says Shabara-svdmin (in his Bhdsya on Su. 1. 1. 6)—“The cognition 
derived from the statement ‘ Desiring Heaven one should offer the Agnihotra ’ 
is not a doubtful one,—it leaves us in no doubt as to whether Heaven 
is to be attained or not;—and when this is cognised with certainty, it cannot 
be vrrong ; it is only when the cognition, after having come about, becomes 
sublated by the subsequent idea that * it is not so that it can be called wrong 
cognition the cognition in question however is never, at any time or at 
any place, found to be otherwise;—hence it must be true. As regards the 
assertion of the common people,—if it* comes from a trusted person, or if 
it pertains to what is actually perceived by the Senses, then, it is certainly 
true ; if, on the other hand, it emanates from an untrustworthy person, or it 
relates to something beyond the reach of the Senses,—^then" having its source 
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in a human being, it cannot be regarded as right ; because such a thing cannot 
be rightly known by human beings by themselves **.—(1490) 

In the following Text, the author proceeds to show that the definition 
of Verbal Cognition propounded in Text 1480, as * that Cognition which is 
derived from the eternal sentence %—is open to the charge of being ‘ im¬ 
possible * :— 

TEXT (1500). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ ETERNAL SENTENCE ITS POSSIBILITY AND EXPRES¬ 
SIVENESS (usefulness) are both improbable ; HENCE THE 
FIRST DEFINITION OF ‘ VERBAL COGNITION * IS AN 
‘ IMPOSSIBLE * ONE.— (1500) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no posaibUUy of there being an ‘ eternal sentence ’, because it 
has been establislied that all things are in perpetiuil flux ; also because of the 
reasons that are going to be adduced. 

Even if such ‘ eternal Sentence ’ were possible, it could not convey a mean¬ 
ing (and serve any usef\il purpose). 

Hence the statement that—“ Through the eternal Sentence imperceptible 
things become known ”—is impossible ; hence the proposed definition is an 
* impossible * one.—(1600) 

Question :—“ Why can there be no eternal Sentence ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1501). 

The Sentence may be ‘ capable ’ or ‘ incapable '; in either case, 
AS the character would be always there, the cognition 

RESULTING THEREFROM WOULD COMB ABOUT (ALWAYS) ; 

OR IT WOULD NOT COMB ABOUT AT ALL,— (1501) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ eternal Sentence ’ may be ‘ capable *—of bringing about the 
cognition,—or * incapable ’ at times; these two alternatives are possible. 
In the former case, as the said ‘ capability * would be always there,* the 
Cognition resulting from it would be always there. This argument may be 
formulated as follows :—^When a thing has its capacity to produce something 
unobstructed, it must always produce that thing,—as for example, the final 
causal conditions,—^the eternal Sentence has its capacity to produce verbal 
cognition unobstructed at all times,—^hence this is a Reason based upon the 
very nature of the thing. Or it may be formulated as follows ;—That effect 
whose cause is present in its perfect condition must come about,—e.g. 
the sprout, whose cause (in the shape of the seed, the soil and the requisite 



748 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XIX. 


zQoisture) is present in its perfect condition;—^the Cognition resulting from 
the eternal Sentence has its cause always present in its perfect condition ;— 
hence this is a Reason based upon the very nature of the thing. 

Under the other alternative—^that the eternal Sentence is incapable 
(of bringing about cognition),—as the said ‘incapability’ would be there 
always, any cognition resulting from it would never come about at all,— 
just like the sprout whose cause is imperfect.—(1601) 

Queetion :—“ Why cannot the eternal Sentence convey a meaning (and 
serve a useful purpose) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1602.1603). 

Just as Hatred, Delusion, etc. are known to be sources of error, 

so ARE Compassion, Wisdom, etc. known to be sources 
OF Truthfulness. Where, then, there is no Person 
AS the source, these two also cannot be there. 

Consequently the Sentence that does not 
emanate from a Person must be inex¬ 
pressive (useless).— (1602-1603) 

COMMENTARY. 

A verbal cognition can serve a useful purpose in two ways ; either by 
representing things as they are, or by representing things as they are not;— 
no third way is possible;—the u.se of both these kinds of Cognition have 
their source in good and bad qualities, as ascertained by positive and negative 
concomitance. For instance, the man who is beset with Love, Hatred and 
other bad qualities is found to say things that are not true, while one who is 
endowed with Compassion and other good qualities is found to say what is 
true ;—the receptacle of both these qualities—good and bad—which are the 
sources of truth and falsehood,—^is always a Person ;—hence where there is 
no Person, there can be no good or bad qualities ;—and when the good and 
bad qualities are not there, there can be no Truth or Falsehood ;—and as 
there is no third alternative possible, the statement that does not emanate 
from a Person can serve no purpose at all; as the cause is not there ; and 
when the cause is not there, there can be no effect; if it were, it w’ould be 
causeless ; and in that case there coxild be no restriction of Place, Time, etc. 
in regard to such effects ”. 

This argument is to be taken as a Rediictio ad absurdum ; otherwise, if 
it were meant to be really true, then it would be contrary to perceptible 
facts ; because such sentences as ‘ One desiring Heaven should offer the 
Agnikotra ’ are actually found to convey a definite meaning; and what is 
actually perceived cannot be denied. 

Further, the fact that the sentence is eternal is not admitted by both 
parties ; hence the Reason is ‘ Inadmissible ’. 
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Stated in the form of a Reditctio ad Ahmrdum^ both the arguments are 
flawless. For instance, if the Veda is held to be ‘ without a Personal Author \ 
then it must be meaningless (and useless); as the basis of expres9weinM8^ 
in the shape of the Reason, is not there ; and yet, it is not meaningless; 
—Whence it must have a Personal Author;—^this is the contingency that is 
shown by the RediicHo ad AhmrdumJ* —(1502-1503) 


In order to fmther support this Rediictio ad Ahmrdum, and to refute 
the charge of being contrary to a perceived fact,—the author anticipates 
and answers an objection :— 


TEXTS (1504-1507). 

If it be urged that—“ a certain meaning is actually comprehended 
FROM Words, hence they cannot be inexpressive or useless 

—^THEN (the answer IS THAT) SUCH COMPREHENSION CAN ONLY 
BE DERIVED FROM EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED ; AND IN THE MATTER 
OF EXPLANATIONS, IT IS FOUND THAT THE EXPOUNDER IS FREE TO 
EXPLAIN THINGS AS HE LIKES.—It MIGHT BE ARGUED THAT—“ THE 

Word, by its very nature, has the potency to denote well- 
established THINGS — In that case, its meaning would be 
comprehended also by one who has no knowledge of the 

CONVENTION (BEARING UPON THE WORD AND ITS DENOTATION)* 

Further, the Lamp, which is illuminative by its very nature, 

DOES NOT NEED A CONVENTION (iN ILLUMINING THINGS). LaSTLY, 
AS THERE IS ANOTHER CONVENTION ALSO (BEARING UPON THE SAME 

Word), there could be no comprehension of that other thing 
FROM THAT SAME WORD. EvEN THOUGH THEBE BE A CONVENTION, 
THE Lamp cannot manifest Odour, Taste, etc.—Nor can any 
SUCH Potency (of words) be recognised.— (1504-1507) 

COIMMENTARY. 

‘ No cMt ’—^i.e. If it be urged that—“ words cannot be inexpressive ; 
and hence the conclusion of the Buddhist is contrary to a perceived fact ”. 

The answer to this is that our conclusion would reallj’’ be contrary to 
perceived facts if things were comprehended from the Veda itself, without 
the help of any instructions ; as a matter of fact however, the comprehension 
of the meaning comes only through the help of the expounder relying upon 
Conventions (the conventional denotation of words); and it never comes 
from the Veda itself independently of Convention. For instance, the 
Mvmdmsaka and others have been found to expound the meaning of the 
Veda in accordance with their own whim ; and it cannot be right for the 
natural denotation of words to be dependent upon the whim of man. 
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The following might be urged—“The man does not expoimd a new 
meaning through his whim ; he explains that same natural meaning of words 
whioh has been there all along* So that your conclusion is clearly contrary 
to this perceived fact.” 

If that is so, and if the potency to express well-established things is 
already there in the Veda by its very nature,—then it should be possible 
for that meaning of the Veda to be comprehended by that man also who is 
ignorant of the Conventions. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Veda becomes a means of expressing things 
only through the help of the Conventions,—not independently by itself 

That cannot be right. The Lamp and such things which are by their 
nature endowed with the potency to illumine things, do not need any Conven¬ 
tions. If this were not so, then, through positive and negative concomitance, 
the potency to express things would have to be attributed to those Conven¬ 
tions, not to any natural relationship (between the word and its meaning). 

Then again, the comprehension of the meaning may follow from the Veda 
as helped by Conventions ; even so, the view of the opponent would be defec¬ 
tive. This is what is shown by the words—‘ As there is another Convention, 
etc. etc. ’—^The Conventions set up by the author of the Nirukta are dif¬ 
ferent from those set up by the Mimdmsaka ; and as there is this otJier Conven¬ 
tion, —^this' latter could not bring about the comprehension of any meaning 
other than that indicated by itself; for the Lamp never illumines what cannot 
be illuminated by it—such, for instance, as Odour, Taste and so forth,—^with 
the help of Conventions. 

Even granting that, on the groimd of the other Convention, the Word 
may be applicable to (and lead to the comprehension of) another thing,— 
no validity could attach to the cognition thus brought about.—^This is what 
is meant by the words—‘ Nor can any s\wh potency he recognised \ —^If, 
through the speaker's whim, a word be actually applied to another thing 
(in another sense),—^then, there would be confusion, and it would not be 
possible to ascertain the exact expressive Potency of the word ; how then 
could it be possible to derive from it the cognition of the intended meaning ? 

Or, the words of the text may be explained in another way:—^The 
natural expressiveness of the word may be either restricted to one thing, 
or applied to several things;—only these two alternative views are possible. 
If it is restricted to one thing, then the objection (to the Opponent’s view) 
is that—‘ As there is another Convention, etc. etc.\ —If the second alternative 
is accepted then—‘ no such potency can he recognised —^i.e. on accoimt of 
confusion. 

This has been thus declared—‘ If words are restricted to one thing, then 
there could be no comprehension of any other thing (from it); if they are 
related to several things, then there is possibility of the contradictory things 
being expressed —(1504-1607) 


Having thus proved that the first definition (provided under 1489) of 
Verbal Cognition is impossible,—^the Author proceeds to sum up his argument 
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and show the ' inadmissibility * of the Probans put up by the Opponent 
(under 1499) to the effect that *it brings about unshakeable cognitions’:— 


TEXTS (1508-1509). 

Thus, inasmuch as there can be no cognition of the meaning (of 
THE Veda),—how can there be any ‘ unshakeability ’ in that 
cognition ? It could be possible only on the basis 
of Conventions ; and in this, it would not be 

DIFFERENT FROM THE WORDS OF HUMAN BEINGS. 

In fact, persons well-versed in the science 
OP Reasoning do not recognise any 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO.— 

It can BE ‘ UNSHAKEABLE ’ ONLY 
FOR THE Shrotriyaa who are 
IGNORANT OF THE WAYS OF 

Reasoning .—(1508-1509) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Veda is not the work of a human author, then, as shown above, 
there can be no comprehension of its meaning; how then could the cognition 
brought about by it be ‘ unshakeable ’ ? The meaning that is actually found 
to be comprehended from the words of the Veda must be one based upon 
Conventions, as has been shown above, \inder Text 1504. Hence it can only 
be through Conventions. Specially because the words of the Veda do not 
differ from the w^ords of human beings ; that is, they do not differ from human 
assertions. 

Why this is so is explained in the words—‘ In fact, persona welUveraed^ 
etc, etc, ’ 

‘ Between these two ’,—i.e. between words in the Veda and words 
emanating from men.—^In every way the words can be brought about by 
men, and hence the Vedic words cannot differ from the words of men. 

‘ It can 6e, etc, etc, \ —^In this the Author ridicules the Shrotriyaa 
(Mlrndrnaakaa), —(1508-1609) 


The second form of Verbal Cognition put forward by the other party in 
Text 1489, is that brought about ‘ by words uttered by a Trustworthy 
Person ’. In this definition, the Author detects the defect of ‘Im¬ 
possibility ’:— 
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TEXT (1610). 

Because the ‘ Trustworthy Person * is not admitted, therefore 

THE SECOND DEFINITION ALSO OF Verbal Cognition is not 
PROPER.—^EvEN if SUCH A PERSON WERE REGARDED 
AS POSSIBLE, THAT A CERTAIN PERSON IS SUCH 
A ONE CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED. 

—(1510) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the Mimdmsakas do not admit of a Person ‘ free 
from defects ’; hence no Trustworthy Person ’ can be admitted by them ; 
how then could the word of such a person be valid (Right, Reliable) ? 

* Na k§amam ’—^is not proper ; i.e. it is ‘ Impossible *. 

Even if the ‘ Trustworthy Person ’ be admitted, it could never be exactly 
pointed out that ‘ this person ’ is trustworthy ; hence he would be as good as 
non-existent. Then again, because there is no valid means of ascertaining 
whether or not there are certain bad or good qualities in a certain person,— 
because such qualities are beyond the reach of the senses,— specially because 
as for the bodily and verbal behaviour of men, they are sometimes purposely 
misrepresented,—^therefore how could any reliance be placed upon the word of 
such men ? Because people with limited vision cannot properly discriminate 
among men. 


TEXTS (1511-1512). 

If it be urged that— “ that person is regarded as Trustworthy 

IN REGARD TO IMPERCEPTIBLE THINGS, WHOSE ASSERTIONS ARE 
FOUND TO BE TRUE IN MOST CASES ”,—THEN (THE ANSWER . 

IS THAT) THE MERE FACT OF ONE’S ASSERTION BEING 

not true in some individual case, cannot prove 
THAT HIS assertions ARE NEVER TRUE ; NOR 
CAN THE FACT OF ITS BEING true IN ONE 
CASE PROVE THAT ALL HIS ASSERTIONS 

ARE true, —(1511-1512) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ Even though a man may not be entirely 
free from defects, yet if it has been found that in most cases his assertions 
are true, then such a person is regarded by us as ‘ trustworthy ’,—and not 
any person ‘ free from defects ’;—and it is the assertion of such a * trust¬ 
worthy ’ person that is meant in the definition of Verbal Cognition (provided 
by us). Hence the definition is not open to the charge of being ‘ Impossible 

This cannot be right; because one assertion of the man has been found 
to be not incompatible with the real state of things, it does not necessarily 
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follow that all his assertions are true ; because it is always possible that some 
assertion may be imtrue. If it were not so, then the definition woidd be 
false.—(1611-1612) 

Having thus proved that both definitions of Verbal Cognition are 
defective, the Author points out objections to Verbal Cognition in general:— 


TEXTS (1513-1614). 

What is the connection between Words and External Objects, 

BY expressing WHICH LATTER THE WORDS WOULD BE ‘ TRUE * 
(valid) ?—^The connection between them cannot be 
OF the nature of being the same in essence, —^because 
THEY are apprehended BY DIFFERENT SENSE- 
ORGANS, AND FOR OTHER REASONS. NOR CAN 
THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THEM BE 
THAT OF one being ^produced from the 
other ; because this is not true. 

Nor is there any other con¬ 
nection possible which 
COULD be true.— 

(1513-1514) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, between Words and External Things, there is no 
such relation as that of sameness or of being prodticed, —by virtue of which 
relation, the words expressing such things w^ould be regarded as true. For 
instance, the relation of sameness is not possible between them,—because of 
such reasons as their being apprehended by different sense-organs ; i.e. words 
are apprehended by a sense-organ which is different from that by wliich the 
things are apprehended ; for instance, word is apprehended by the Auditory 
organ, while things are apprehended by the Visual and other organs.—By 
‘ other reasons ’ are included differences of Time, Place, Appearance, Causes. 

Kumdrila has argued as follows :—“ The argiunent that, ‘ one tiling is 
different from another because they are apprehended by different sense- 
organs is not Conclusive ; because in a case where the same colour is seen 
by several persons, the Colour will have to be regarded as different, because 
it is apprehended by different sense-organs. It might be argued that ‘ all 
the sense-organs apprehending the Colour belong to the same universal ‘ Eye *, 
so that the Colour is really perceived by a single sense-organ *. But, in that 
ca.se, though ‘ Being ’ is perceived by several sense-organs, yet the Universal 
‘Sense-organ* being one, it would be perceived by the same sense-organ, 
and hence have to be regarded as one. For these reasons things have to be 
regarded as same or different, according as their cognitions are same or 
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different,—and not according to the sameness or diversity of the sense-organs 
conoemed 

The actual words of Kvmdrila are as follows :—“ That which is cognised 
by more sense-organs than on© does not (on that account) become diverse; 
for, if it were so, then any and ©very object would have to be regarded as 
diverse on the ground of its being cognised by the sense-organs located in the 
bodies of different persons.—^If it be urged that ‘ in this case the sense-organs 
of all persons would be of the same category or class, and as such, in a way, 
identical *,—^then w© could have the same in the other case also, the class 
‘ sense-organ * being one and the same. The class ‘ Being ’ also is not 
regarded as diverse, even though it is perceived by divers© sense-organs,— 
because it is always recognised as the same {Shlokavdrtika —Sense- 

perception, 156-167.) 

This however is not right. Even when the difference is based upon the 
difference of cognitions, what has been urged remains equally applicable to 
what is meant to be proved (by the Opponent). For instance, in regard to 
the case in question also, the following might be said ;—That the difference 
among things is due to the difference in cognitions is not true (conclusive); 
for instance, when several persons perceive Colour, there is diversity of cogni¬ 
tions,—^and yet the Colour is not divers©; if one-ness (sameness of the Sense- 
organs) is assumed on the basis of the eyes of all persons belonging to the 
same class ‘ Eye ’, then the same sameness may be attributed to Colour, 
Taste and other things also, because even though these Cognitions are diverse, 
yet they all belong to the on© class ‘ Cognition ’; and this would be a direct 
contradiction of the assertion that ‘ Colour, etc. cannot be regarded as one, 
—^because their cognitions are different ’ (found in Shlokavdrtika —Sense- 
perception, 158). 

Thus the answer provided (by KumArila) is of the nature of a ‘ Futile 
Rejoinder ’. 

If it be urged that—“ Just as, even when there is difference in the 
Specific Individualities, there are certain characteristics upon the differ¬ 
ence or non-difference of which people regard things as different or non-, 
different, and treat them as the basis of conceiving of things as one or diverse ; 
this is what we mean by the difference and non-difference of bognitions ”,— 
all this would be equally applicable to the case of Sense-organs also. So 
enough of this. 

‘ Nor can the connection, etc, etc, *;—^that is, the relation between Words 
and Tilings expressed by them cannot bo that of being produced by them ; 
as this would be ru>t true; because even when the Thing is not there, the Word 
may be there, through the mere wish of the speaker. 

Nor is there any other kind of inseparability between the two, except that 
of Cause and Effect; if any such were postulated, it would lead to absurdity. 

From all this wo conclude that the Word cannot serve as a valid 
meaas of cognition of the thing spoken of by it.—(1513-1514) 

Says the Opponent—“If that is so, then how is it that it has been 
declared (by a Buddhist writer) that—‘ Verbal Cognition is not a distinct 
form of Cognition, because it proceeds from Inference ; just as the Inference, 



OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 755 

based upon the character of being a product, is drawn by one for his own 
benefit, so the word also denotes things only throvigh the negation of 
others * ? ” 

Anticipating this objection, the Author proceeds to show in what way 
Verbal Cognition is meant to be included under Inference :— 

TEXT (1615). 

From all Verbal Statements there follows Inference of the 

‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK ’ (i.E. Intention^ on the part of the 
speaker) ; THIS (Intention) is definitely known 
to be the cause (source) of the words, 
through direct Perception and 
Non-apprehension.— (1515) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ All words ’—^i.e. all those that are regarded as emanating from human 
beings. 

This ‘ Desire to Speak ’ or ‘ Intention ’ is inferred from the Verbal state¬ 
ments, because tliey are the ejecta of that Desire,—^and not because 
it is expressed (or denoted) by it. That the said Desire is the cause of the 
Verbal Statement is ascertained from the fact that there is positive and 
negative concomitance (between them). 

When it was said (by the Buddliist writer) that ‘ the word also denotes 
things only as the negation of others —^\vhat was meant by ‘ denoting * was 
only indicating^ making known ; that is, the explanation provided of that 
passage is as follows :—Just like the Probans ‘ Because it is a product 
it manifests (indicates) a tiling by means of the negation or exclusion of 
other things. This has to be so understood ; otherwise, the instance * like 
the Probans Because it is a product ’ would be one devoid of the Probandum ; 
because there can be no denoting of ‘ being a product ’ ; as the denoting is a 
property or function of words ; so that, if actual denoting were meant, then 
the statement of the Reason in the form ‘ because it denotes things through 
the negation of others ’ would be ‘ Too Specific ’ (hence Inconclusive);—(1515) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Even in regard to the Intention {Desire to Speak), 
the word should not be regarded as the Means of Cognition ; because it could 
not be the means of bringing about the cognition of any particular ‘ Desire 
to Speak ’ (Intention); for, if it were so regarded, it would be not true; as 
in the case of a man labouring under a mistake, a statement is not always 
understood in the sense in which it was intended by the speaker. Nor 
could it be the means of bringing about the cognition of the ‘ Desire to 
Speak ’ (or ‘ Intention ’) in general ; because such a cognition would be useless. 
The cognition of mere Intention (Desire to Speak) does not serve any useful 
purpose in actual practice ; because no definite cognition of its meaning 
can be obtained.” 
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Anticipating this objection in the following Text (1516), the Author 
asserts (in Text 1617) the fact of the Verbal Expression being an efficient 
Means of bringing about the cognition of the particukir * Desire to Speak *— 

TEXTS (1516.1617). 

In the case of the Man under an Illusion, a verbal statement 

IS FOUND WHICH IS QUITE DIFFERENT FROM WHAT THE MAN ‘ DESIRED 
TO SAY ’ ; SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ DeSIRE TO SPEAK * in 

general] hence the Verbal statement cannot function (to¬ 
wards BRINGING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ANY DeSIRE TO SPEAK) ” ; 
—^IF THIS IS URGED,—(THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT) THERE IS CLEAR 
DISTINCTION BETWEEN WORDS USED BY THE MAN UNDER AN ILLU- 
SION AND THOSE USED BY ONE WHO IS NOT UNDER AN ILLUSION. 

Clever men are quite able to discern this difference through 
THE Context and such other circumstances.— (1516-1517) 

COMMENTAEY. 

It must be admitted that there is difference between words used by the 
deluded person and those used by the person not so deluded ; otherwise, a 
difference in the causes would make no difference in their effects. This dif- 
ference clever men are quite able to discern, through the Context and other 
circumstances. 

‘ Prakrta * stands for the Context in wliich the words are used. 

‘ And other circumstances ’;—^this includes the freedom from confusion, 
happy facial expression and so forth.—(1516-1517) 

Question ;—“ Why should there be a distinction among the words at 
all ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1518-1519). 

Difference among Words is due to difference among their causes. 

—If there are people who do not notice this difference, 
the fault IS THEIRS, NOT OF THE INDICATIVE.—OTHERWISE, 

THE FACT OP MERE SUSpeCted SMOKE NOT HAVING FOR 
ONCE BROUGHT ABOUT THE TRUE NOTION OF FiRE,— 

MIGHT LEAD TO THE CONCLUSION THAT EVEN WHEN 
COGNISED WITH certairUy, Smoke cannot be 
A TRUE Indicative of Fire.— (1518-1519) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the difference is due to the difference in the Causes. 
Consequently, when the effect has been duly pondered over, it is never 
found to be non-concomitant with its Cause ; so that the Word does become 
the means of knowing the particular ‘ Intention of the Speaker ’. 
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If some people however are unable to perceive any difference in tho 
words that appear as indicatives (of the meaning),—^the fault lies with these 
people themselves,—^not with the Indicative (word). Because the Indication 
does not indicate the meaning by its mere presence,—^it does so only when 
it is duly ascertained. Hence the fault lies with the person addressed. 

If it were not so, then, if in a case where the presence of Smoke has 
been merely suspected in what was really only vapour, —and hence later on 
it is found that the Fire indicated by it is not there, and it has failed to 
indicate the true Fire,—it may lead one to the conclusion that even in cases 
where the Smoke has been duly cognised with certainty, it would not be 
indicative of the True Fire. 

Further, when the entire fabric of verbal usage is regarded as illusory, 
being dependent solely upon mere semblances,—like the idea of ‘ Two Moons ’ 
that the man of defective vision has,—how could the charge of being invalid 
})e brought, on the basis of falsity only, against the notion of the particular 
‘ Intention of the Speaker ’ ? Specially when real validity is not attributed 
to the idea of that particular ‘ Intention ’. Tliis has been thus declared— 
‘ When Verbal Cognition was declared to be Inferential, it was with a view 
to its indicativeness being dependent upon Convention, and not with a view 
to the real truth ’.—(1518-1519) 

The following Text shows that words can be the Means of Cognising ‘ the 
Speaker’s Intention ’ in general also :— 


TEXT (1520). 

In the case of those words also, there is no incongruity in THE 

Inference of the simple ‘ Desire to Speak '; because it 
IS always there ;—for the purpose of establish¬ 
ing the fact of its being produced by the 
Speaker’s Breath and so forth. 

—1520 

m 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of all words, uttered by deluded as well as undeluded persons, 
there is no incongruity in the Inference of a general ‘ Intention to Speak ’ ;— 
because it is always there, —^i.e. there is no failure in the general premiss. 

It might be argued that—“ The assertion that—‘ through the mere 
presence of such a Person,—as through that of the Chintdmani gem,— 
instructions issue forth at will, even out of the walls *,—^would appear to 
indicate that (as there is no speaker, there can be no ' desire to speak ’), there 
may be falsity (in such assertions).” 

But that is not so ; because in this case also the initial cause lies in the 
‘ desire to speak ’; as even here the word issues forth only imder the influence 
of the faculty produced by previous meditations. For insteuice, when a 
person has thoroughly got up a certain Text, it so happens that even when 
2 
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his thoughts are turned towards other things, he can go on repeating (auto¬ 
matically) words and portions of verses of that text. And it cannot be said 
that the initial cause of such utterances does not lie in some previous efforts 
put forth by the man,—^because, if it were not so, then, even on perceiving 
(misconceiving) smoke, in the vapour issuing from the cowherd’s pot (and 
finding it as not tnily indicating the Fire), one might regard the real Smoke 
also to be fallible as an indicative of real Fire. 

From all this it follows that in all cases, there is no fallibility in the 
Indicative at all,—^when due consideration is given to the Effect, the Indica¬ 
tive, the Time, the Place and other details,—and hence it is always present. 

Nor can the Inference (of the ‘ desire to speak ’) be regarded as useless ; 
as it serves to prove the fact of the utterance being due to the breath of the 
Speaker and so forth. 

The phrase ‘ and so forth ’ includes such conditions as the presence of 
defects (which can exist only in the Speaker, whose desire is inferred from the 
verbal statement).—(1520) 

Says the Opponent—“ We grant that words can serve as the means 
of cognising the ‘Desire to Speak ’; but what is the Minor Term, what the 
Probandum ,—^what too the well-known relation between them,—^by virtue 
of which the Verbal Statement can be regarded as a full-fledged Three- 
featured Inference,—and not a distinct Means of Cognition by itself ? ” 

An&wer :— 


TEXTS (1621-1522). 

When the ' Desire to Speak ’ is the thing to be inferred, the 

PRESENCE OF THE ThBEE FEATURES IS QUITE CLEAR ;—THE 

Man is the Minor Term, wherein the presence of the 
Desire is the Probandum, which is proved by its effect 
IN the shape of the verbal statement (Probans). 

For example (the form of the Inference 
WOULD be)— this Man is cognised as having 
had the Desire to Speak of the Tree, 

—BECAUSE he has UTTERED THE 
WORD ‘ TREE —JUST AS I HAD 
DONE UNDER PREVIOUS 
CIRCUMSTANCES.— 

(1521-1522) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Man is the Minor Term,—^where he is actually seen ;—^the desire to 
speak is the Probandum;—^the relation consists of occurring in the some 
‘ chain as shown before.—Where, however, the speaker is not visible, the 
Place would be the Minor Term,—and the man with the said desire would be 
the Probandum; because the place also is one of the causes of the Word; 
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as is clear from the fact that the Word that is heard in places like the 
moimtain-cave is different from that heard elsewhere.—(1521-1622) 

TEXTS (1623-1525). 

Thus then, in oases where the other party have denied the prb- 

SENCE OF THE ThREB FEATURES,—^WE DO NOT REGARD THE VERBAL 

Statement to be a Means of Cognition.— In cases, however, 
WHERE the presence OF THE ThREE FEATURES IS ADMITTED 
BY THEM, THE FACT OF ITS BEING ‘ ThREB-FEATURED ’ IS QUITE 
CLEAR.—Where the ' desire to speak ' is to be proved, it has 
BEEN SHOWN THAT THE ThRBE FEATURES ARE PRESENT.—SUOH 
BEING THE CASE, THE Word IS AS GOOD A MbaNS OF INFERENCE AS 
THE Smoke, —because it is equipped with the Three Features, 
AND BECAUSE ITS OBJECTIVE IS OF THAT SAME KIND.— (1523-1525) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Thtis then, in cases, etc, etc.'' —-This means that, when the other party 
puts forward the reason ‘ because it is devoid of the Three Features ’ as against 
the idea of Verbal Cognition being inferential, in the sense of being something 
external,—^his argument is superfluous ; (as we also do not admit that). 

‘ In cases however, etc, etc," —^This shows that the reason put forward by 
the other party is inadmissible, if it is urged against the inference of the 
Desire to Speak ; because in regard to that, it has been shown that all the 
three features are clearly present.—(152.3-1625) 


End of Chapter XIX (A), 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (B). 

Analogical Cognition. 

COMMENTARY. 

With regard to Analogical Cognition, the Author declares as follows :— 

TEXTS (1526-1527). 

^ What sort of an animal is the Oavaya ? *—on being thus questioned 
BY PEOPLE living IN THE CITY, THE FORESTER MAKES THE 

statement ‘ AS THE Cow SO IS THE Oavaya ’; it is this 
THAT IS KNOWN AS Upamdna (Analogy).—According to 
Shabara’s view however, this is not outside the 
SCOPE OF ‘ Word ’ (Verbal Statement), hence 
IT HAS been described IN ANOTHER WAY. 

[Shlo.'Vd. — Upamdna, 1 - 2 .]— 

(1626-1527) 

COMMENTARY. 

On being asked—‘ What sort of an animal is the Oavaya ? -—^The man 
makes the statement—‘ the Oavaya is like the Cow ’ ; it is this Verbal State¬ 
ment that is known as ‘ Upamdna \ ‘ Analogy ’, among the older Naiydylkaa 
[e.g. Vdtsydyana, in his Nydyahhd^a on Su. 1. 1. 6]. 

According to Shabard*8 view, as stated in his Bhasya (on Mi. Su. 1. 1. 5), 
the cognition brought about by the said statement would be included under 
‘ Verbal Cognition and hence the Means of such a Cognition could not be 
regarded as a distinct Means of Cognition (apart from the Word) ; with this in 
view Analogy has been described by him in a different manner; he says— 
‘ Upamdna —that is. Similitude,—^also brings about the cognition of things 
not in oont€kct with the senses ; for instance, the sight of the Oavaya brings 
about the remembrance of the Cow —(1526-1527) 

This (Shabara’s) view the author proceeds to expoimd in the following— 


* On the exact meaning of this passage in the Shabarahhdaya, there is a differ¬ 
ence of opinion among the Mlmdmaakas themselves. According to the ftjuvimcdd, 
the meaning of the words of the Bhasya is that * the sight of the Oavaya brings 
about the Analogical Cognition, that the animal seen is called * Oavaya to the 
man who, on seeing the Oavaya, has remembered the Cow.—This is the same as the 
view of Vatsyayana, which has been controverted in the Shlokavartika, the 
meaning according to which has been adopted in the translation above. 
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TEXTS (1528-1630). 

“ Having seen the Cow, when the man goes to the forest and sees 
THE Oavaya, bearing a manifold commonalty (similitude, to 
THE Cow) in several PARTS OF THE BODY, BUT WITH ROUNDED 
NECK (not with THE DEWLAP) ;—THE FIRST COGNITION THAT 
HE HAS OF THE Ouvaya IS ONE THAT APPREHENDS ONLY ITS 
SHAPE; AND THIS COGNITION IS PURELY perceptional. The 
COGNITION THAT FOLLOWS IS IN THE MORE DETERMINATE 
FORM—‘ THE SHAPE OP THIS ANIMAL IS SIMILAR TO THE ' 

Cow’s * ; AND THIS ALSO COMES ABOUT ONLY WHEN 
THE OPERATION OF THE SENSES IS THERE ; SO THAT 
THIS ALSO IS REGARDED TO BE perceptional” 

-(1528-1530) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having seen the Cow previously, the man, later on, goes to the forest 
and sees the Gavaya, —of what sort ?— hearing a manifold comrnonaUy in 
several parts of the body ,—i.e. ho thinks tliat many parts of its body are 
similar,— bid with a rounded neck, —i.e. without the dewlap (which is the 
distinctive feature of the Cow),—^then the first cognition that appecu^ is of the 
non-conceptual (non-determinate) kind, wliich apprehends only the general 
shape of the Gavaya ; and this Cognition is pure Perception.—^That cognition 
also which appears later on,—in the form ‘ this animal is similar to the 
Cow ’—^which is more specifically conceptual,—is also pure Perception ; as 
it is brought about by the operation of the senses.—(1528-1530) 

The following might be urged against the above—‘ The cognition that 
appears is through Remembrance, as envisaging the similarity, —and not 
through the operation of the senses ’.— 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1531). 

“ Though the said Cognition appears on the remembrance op the 
Cow,— YET, ON account OF SUBSISTING IN THE Qavaya, there 
IS PROXIMITY (OF THE similarity, to the Senses), and 
hence it WOULD BE WITHIN REACH OF THE 
SENSES.”— (1531) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it is true that the said cognition apprehending the similarity 
follows after the Remembrance (of the Cow), yet, because as residing in the 
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Cktvaya^ it would be in proximity (to the senses), the similarity would be 
within reach of the senses. 

‘ Sannidhi ’ stands for the character of being in proximity, 

• Oavayaathatvdt ’—^is the reason for its being regarded as in proximity ; 
the sense being that —because the similarity resides in the Oavaya, therefore 
it is in proximity to the senses.—(1531) 

Objection :—* Similarity resides in two things; how then can it be 
perceived in the Oavaya alone (the other thing, the Cow, not being before 
the eyejs) ? * 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1532). 

“Like the Universal, similarity resides in its entirety in each 
MEMBER ; because EVEN WHEN THE CO-RELATIVE IS 
NOT PERCEIVED, THE SIMILARITY IS ACTUALLY 
PERCEIVED.” —(1532) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ sdmdnyavat ’, means that it is like the Universal, 

Even though similarity lies between two members, yet, like the 
Universal, it resides in its entirety in each member ; it is for this reason that 
even when the co-relative, in the shape of the Cow (in the case in question) 
is not perceived, the similarity is actually perceived in the other member 
(Oavaya) which is before the eyes.—(1532) 

The following might be urged—* If similarity were an entity by itself, 
then it could be perceived ; as a matter of fact, however, it is not admitted 
that it is an entity by itself *. 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1533). 

“ The fact of Similarity being an entity cannot be denied ; because 
IT actually exists in the form of the presence in a thing 
OF one kind of several parts similar to those in 
THAT OF another KIND.” [Shlokavdrtiko— 

Upamdna, 18.]—(1533) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Similarity is a relationship in the shape of the 
Inherence, in a particular individual, of many parts-—in the shape of the 
Homs and others, as existing in the Cow,—^in the particular Individual, the 
Gamya ;'~-and a Relationship is not something entirely different from the 
Relatives ; for, if it were, then there might be the possibility of there being no 
cognition of the Relationship at all. 
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The qualifying term is Mn a thing of another kind because the pre¬ 
sence of all common features in things of the same kind is not regarded as 
simHarity. —(1533) 

The following Text shows the real form of Analogical Cognition (according 
to Shahara )— 


TEXT (1534). 

Under the said circumstances, the Cognition that appears in 

THE FORM, ‘ The Cow is similar to this animal is what is 
CALLED Analogical Cognition'* — (1534) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Cow is similar to this animal that is now seen by me *,—this cogni¬ 
tion appears in regard to the Cow which is not before the observer (not 
within reach of his senses);—and this cognition is what is called ‘ Analogical 
Cognition \ which thus is a Means or Form of Cognition. 

The following Text shows the object that is apprehended by the said 
Analogical Cognition :— 


TEXT (1535). 

Thus that which is remembered, and which is qualified by the 
(perceived) similarity, is the object that is apprehended 
BY Analogical Cognition, Or, the object of the said 
Cognition may consist of the Similarity 
itself as subsisting in that (remem¬ 
bered) THING.’' — [Shlo, Vd ,— 

Upamdna, 37.]—(1535) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because Analogical Cognition is as described above, therefore the Cow 
that is remembered- and which is qualified by the similarity of the Oavaya 
(seen) is the object apprehended by that Cognition.—Or it may be the Simi¬ 
larity itself as subsisting in the Cow.—(1535) 

Objection :—‘ Similarity is cognised by Sense-perception,—^the Cow 
also becomes the object of Remembrance;—^what then is left to be known,— 
apprehending which. Analogy would ^ 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1536). 

Similarity having been apprehended by Sense-perception,— 

AND THE Cow HAVING BEEN REMEMBERED,—THE TWO TOGETHER 
(l.B. THE Cow QUALIFIED BY SIMILARITY) ARE NOT COGNIS¬ 
ABLE BY ANY OTHER MeANS OF COGNITION ; 

HENCE HEREIN LIES THE FUNCTIONING 
OF Analogy as a Means of 
Cognition . ’ ’—( 1536) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the similarity has become cognised by Sense-perception, and the 
Cow also has been remembered, yet, the cognition of the Cow as qualified by 
the Similarity has not been cognised by any other Sense-perception or Remem¬ 
brance. Hence in the bringing about of this Cognition lies the operation of 
Analogy as a Means of Cognition. —(1636) 


An example is cited, to illustrate this :— 


TEXT (1537). 

[For instance, in the case of the well-known Inference of 
Fire from Smoke] though the Pi.ace is perceived by Sense- 
perception, AND the Fire (in the kitchen) is 
remembered, —yet the cognition of the two 

TOGETHER (i.E. THE FiRE AND THE 

Place in the Hill), dobs not 
CEASE TO be Inferential,'' 

—(1537) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, when the Place,—^the Minor Term—^is directly perceived ,— 
and the Fire is cogmsed by Remembrance, —yet, when the resultant Inference 
of the place as qualified by Fire appears,—it does not lose its character of 
the Means of CognUion ; in fact it remains a Means of Right Cognition. The 
same should be the case with Analogical Cognition also.—(1637) 
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It might be asked—Even if Analogy be a Means of Cognition,—^in 
what way is it distinct from Sense-perception and the rest ? 

The Answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1538-1540). 

‘‘ (a) Analogical Cognition cannot be regarded as Sense-perception, 

—BECAUSE IT is ENTIRELY DEVOID OF THE FUNCTIONING OF THE 

SENSES. (6) Nor can it be regarded as Inference, because 
THE ‘ Three-features ’ are not there ; for instance, 
there is no Probans here (which subsists in the 
Subject) ; and the similarity of the Cow (to 
THE Oavaya) has not been previously cog¬ 
nised AS SUBSISTING IN THE SUBJECT ; 

AND THE similarity that is perceived 
IN THE Qavaya cannot bring 
ABOUT the inference OF 
THE Cow.*’— (1538-1540) 


COMMENTARY. 


It cannot be right to regard the cognition in question as Perception, 
because it is not brought about by the contact of the senses. 

Nor can it be regarded as Inference ; as the ‘ Three Features * are absent. 
For instance, what would be the ‘ property of the Subject i.e. the Probans ?— 
the similarity ?—or the Qavaya that is seen ? If the similarity were taken 
to be the Probans, would it be the similarity in the Cow ?—or that in the 
Oavaya ? These are the only two alternatives possible.—Now the similarity 
residing in such cognisable things as the Cow and the like cannot serve as 
the Probans, because, prior to the perception of the Oavaya, that similarity 
has not been apprehended; and what has not been apprehended cannot 
serve as the Probans ; if it did, it would lead to absurdities.—‘ Then it is the 
Similarity residing in the Qavaya that could serve as the Probans, because 
this similarity is apprehended when the Oavaya is seen —The answer to 
that is that what is perceived in the Qavaya cannot briny about the Inference of 
the Cow ; as there is no co-ordination between them; just as there is none 
between the Cow and the blackness (perceived elsewhere).—(1539-1540) 


Says the OpponerU :—After the Oavaya has been perceived, the simi¬ 
larity residing in the Cow becomes apprehended, and then that similarity 
will serve as the required Probans. 

The Answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (1541). 

‘‘ The similarity residing in the Cow cannot serve as the Probans, 

AS IT FORMS A PART OF THE PROPOSITION ITSELF. ThE Oavaya 
ALSO CANNOT SERVE AS THE PrOBANS INDICATIVE OF 
THE Cmv, AS IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH 

THE Cow.*’ — (1541) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as Similarity is the object Inferred, it cannot serve as the 
Probans. 

“ In that case, the Oavaya would be the Probans 

Here also, the Oavaya cannot serve as the Probans, for want of co¬ 
ordination.—(1541) 


Says the Opponent—Then Analogical Cognition may not be a valid 
form of cognition at all. 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1542). 

“ The COGNITION in question CANNOT BE REGARDED AS UOt A FORM OF 
Right Cognition ; because it makes known what is not 

ALREADY KNOWN ; FOR INSTANCE, BEFORE THE PER¬ 
CEPTION OF THE Oavaya, its similarity (in 
THE Cow) HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED 
AT ALL.”— (1542) 


COMMENTARY. 

That is, before the perception of the Oavaya, there has been no appre¬ 
hension of the Cow as qualified by similarity to the Oavaya ; consequently, as 
Analogical Cognition brings about the cognition of the Cow as qualified by 
similarity to the Oavaya, —^which has not been known previously,—^it is only 
right that it should be regarded as a valid Means of Cognition.—(1642) 

The above (Mimdmsaka) view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in the 
following Texts :— 
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As THEBE IS NO OBJECT THAT COULD BE COGNISED BY THIS MBANS, IT 
CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A Mmns of Cognition, — It might be urged 
THAT—‘‘ thebe is THE CONNECTION OF THE MANIFOLD COMMONALTY 
OF component parts, which is what is cognised —But commonalty 
ITSELF having BEEN REJECTED, HOW COULD THERE BE ANY mani- 

foldness in regard to it ? How too could there be any 
‘ connection ’ with such manifold ‘ COMMONALTY ’ ? [SaYS THE 
Opponent]—“ There is a Means of Cognition which brings 
ABOUT the Cognition of such commonalty, in the form of the 
Inference that — Commonalty is an entity and is apprehended 
BY Sense-perception, because it is cognisable as something 
other than Negation,—like the Unique entity”.—[The answer 
TO this follows in the following Text 1545.]—(1543-1546) 


COMMENTARY. 


Analogy cannot be a Moans of Cognition, because there is nothing that 
is cognised by means of it,—and hence it is like any Means other than the six 
(that are accepted by the Mitndmsaka), 

“ But there is similarity, consisting in the presence of the manifold 
oommonalty of component parts, which is cognised by its means ; hence 
the Reason adduced (by the Buddhist) is ‘ inadmissible 

It is not so ; in course of our examination of Commonalty (Universal), 
all commonalties have been rejected; how then can there be any ‘ mani- 
foldness of Commonalties * ? Nor is connection of Commonalties possible. 
Hence our Reason cannot be said to be ‘ Inadmissible 

The following might be urged ;—“ There is a Means of Cognition which 
establishes the existence of the Conunonalty. Hence your Reason remains 
inadmissible. The said Means of Cognition is as follows—‘ The Commonalty 
is an entity ’,—and ‘it is apprehensible by Sense-perception *,—^these are the 
two Propositions; the Reason (Premiss) is, ‘because it is something cogni¬ 
sable, other than Negation * ; that is to say, it is cognisable as something 
which has a character other than ‘ non-existence ’;—‘ the unique entity * 
is the Corroborative Instance ; the specific Individuality of things is the 
* unique entity —(1543-1545) 


The answer to the above argument is provided in the following— 
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TEXT (1546). 

The Reason (Premiss) here put forward is ‘ not admissible * for 

THOSE WHO declare THAT ANYTHING COGNISABLE IN THE FORM 

OF ‘ Commonalty ' (or Universal) falls under the 

CATEGORY OF THE ‘ NON-EXISTENT AnD IN THE 
case of THE FORMER OF THE TWO PrOBANDA 
(put forth), THE PrBMISS BECOMES PART 

OF THE Proposition itself.— (1546) 

COMMENTARY. 

The tenn " artha" in the compound " Sdindnydrtha\ stands for ‘what is 
cognisable ’. 

As regards both the Propositions put forward,—the Buddhists hold that 
any such thing as ‘ Commonalty ’ (Universal) can have no character 
(existence); hence they cannot admit the statement that Commonalty is 
anything other than purely non-existent; so that to that extent, the Probans 
cited is ‘ inadmissible ’. 

As regards the first Proposition,—that ‘ Commonalty is an entity 
—in that connection, the Reason cited forms part of the Proposition itself; 
for instance, it is only an entity that can be ‘ other than non-existent ’ ; 
because the entity is only the ‘ negation of the non-existent * ; and it is this 
same that has been put forward, in other words, in the Premiss (Reason); 
and that same is the Probandum also ; thus the Premiss forms part of the 
Proposition.—(1516) 

Fiu*ther, because it is of the nature of Remembrance, therefore, being 
like any other Remembrance, Analogical Cognition cannot be a valid form 
of Cognition. The following Texts explain how Analogical Cognition is of 
the nature of Remembrance :— 

TEXTS (1547-1549). 

What happens in this case is that there are some parts in the 
Oavaya'a body which bring about cognitions similar to those 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PARTS OF THE Cow's BODY ;—HENCE WHEN 

THE Qavaya is seen, there follows the Remembrance of the 
PARTS of the Cow’s body that have been seen before repeated¬ 
ly. It is for this reason that, there does not arise any idea 
OF the Horse and other animals, through that similarity,— 
but it dobs arise when the Qavaya is seen. Otherwise, if 

THERE WERE NO SUCH REMEMBRANCE, WHAT WOULD BE THE 
DIFFERENCE (BETWEEN THE CASE OF THE Cow AND THAT OF THE 

Horae) ?—(1547-1549) 

COMMENTARY. 

In its essence, there is no such thing as Similarity ; all that is there is 
that there are some parts in the Qavaya^a body which bring about the same 
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conceptual notions as certain parts of the am'a body; and aimilarUy is not 
any distinct entity, apart from the said parts which give rise to the same 
conceptions ; that this is so is clear from the fact that nothing apart from 
these figures in the conception at all. Hence what happens is that on the 
perception of the Oavaya^ there arises a cognition in regard to the parts of 
the Cow'a body, on account of the repeated perception of these latter in the 
past; and this cognition that arises is of the nature of Rev^embrance ^—and 
it is not a distinct cognition apprehending a distinct entity in the shape of 
Similarity .—If it were not so, then, in regard to the Horse and other animals 
also,—^as the presence of the manifold commonalty of component parts is 
there,—^why should not the idea of these other animals appear on the seeing 
of the Oavaya, in the way as it does in regard to the Cow ? There is no 
difference between the two cases, some degree of aimilarity being present in 
both cases. 

‘ Otherwise *,—^i.e. if the parts of the ayw'a body had not been seen 
repeatedly. 

In the case of the resviltant cognition being of the nature of Remembrance^ 
this difficulty does not arise ; as the Remembrance appears in regard to that 
same thing which has been repeatedly seen before ; as the causes that bring 
about Remembrar.ee are restricted in their scope.—(1547-1549) 


The following might be urged—“ Analogical Cognition may be of the 
nature of Remembrance ; but why should Remembrance itself not be regarded 
as a valid form of Cognition ? ” 

Answer :— ^ 


TEXT (1550). 

Remembrance cannot be a form of valid Cognition, because it 

ENVISAGES WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN. HoW THEN COULD IT BE 

regarded as a distinct form of Valid Cognition ?— (1550) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ lyam ’—stands for Remembrance.—(1550) 


Taking for granted that Similarity is an entity, the Author proceeds 
to show that, even according to the view of the MimdmaaJca, Analogical 
Cognition cannot be valid :— 
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TEXTS (1561-1663). 

Or, Similarity may be an entity, residing in the Cow, like the 
Commonalty (or Universal) ; even so, it will have been per- 

CEIVED IN THE CoW STANDING BEFORE THE PERSON BEFORE HE 
SEES THE CO-RELATIVE (Oavaya) ; AND AS SUCH THE COGNITION 
OF THE SAID SIMILARITY FOLLOWING UPON THE SEEING OF THE 

Qavaya cannot escape from being of the nature of Remem¬ 
brance.—[Says THE OTHER PARTY]—“ WhAT HAS BEEN PRE¬ 
VIOUSLY SEEN IN THE CoW IS SIMILARITY MERELY EXISTING THERE, 
AND IT HAS NOT BEEN DEFINITELY ASCERTAINED THAT IT IS 
SIMILARITY to the Oavaya ; while this latter is what is appre¬ 
hended BY Analogical Cognition, which, thus, is different 
FROM Remembrance.”— (1551-1553) 

COMMENTARY. 

There may be a real entity in the shape of Similarity ; and it may be 
residing in everything in its entirety.—^But even so, when, before seeing 
the Oavaya, the man sees the Cow standing before him, he naturally sees the 
Similarity which is inseparable from the Cow; otherwise the inseparability 
of the two could not be there.—And thus, as the subsequent Analogical 
Cognition would be apprehending only what has been already apprehended, 
it would not be a form of valid Cognition. 

The following argument might be urged :—“ The Similarity seen pre¬ 
viously was merely as existing, it was not seen in the form that ‘ this is the 
similarity between this Oavaya and the Cow * ; while this is the form in which 
the Similarity is apprehended by Analogical Cognition ; so that it cannot 
be regarded as being of the nature of Remembrance —(1551-1653) 

The answer to this last argument is provided in the following :— 


TEXT (1554). 

Even if the Similarity had not been previously apprehended 

UNDER THAT NAME, IT WAS APPREHENDED ALL THE SAME, 

IN ITS OWN FORM, WHICH IS CALLED ITS VERY 
SELF. —(1554) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the Similarity has not been previously apprehended under 
that name,—^i.e. as ‘ Similarity to the Oavaya *,—^i.e. the animal Cow as similar 
to the Oavaya may not have been apprehended prior to the seeing of the 
Qavaya ;—^yet in its own form, it has been already apprehended ; that is, that 
whioh forms its very self —its essence, natxire,—^has been previously appre¬ 
hended. 
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Qmation —“ What is that oum form in which it has been apprehended ? 
Anaiuer :—* Which is called its very self ’ ;—i.e. that which is called the 
very self oi the Cow ^—in that form, which constitutes its nature,—^it has 
been already apprehended.—(1554) 

Question :—“ What if it has been already apprehended ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1555). 

Mere Name does not constitute the ‘ essence * of things ; by virtue 
OF which, when it (the Name) has not been apprehended, 
the things could be regarded as ‘ not known 
BY people who know THE TRUE NATURE OF 
the Self.— (1555) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Name does not form the ‘ essence ’ of things ; so that, even if the 
Name has not been previously known,—^if the thing happens to become 
Imown,—it cannot be said to be ‘ not known ’. Specially for the philosopher 
who holds the view that Sense-perception is of the nature of definitely certain 
Cognition,—it cannot be right to say that the thing, thus known, is not 
known.—(1555) 


TEXT (1556). 

If on THE STRENGTH OF THE SLIGHT ELEMENT OF VaLID COGNITION 

(FOUND IN Analogical Cognition),—it were to be regarded as an 

INDEPENDENT FORM OF COGNITION,—THEN THERE COULD BE 
NO LIMIT TO THE NUMBER OF SUCH INDEPENDENT FoRMS 

OF Cognition ; specially as there are other ways 
IN which such slight elements of Cognition 

COULD BE FOUND.— (1556) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, if the mere idea of ‘ being similar to this *,—^this slight element, 
found in Analogical Cognition,—^were to be accepted as the basis for regarding 
it as a distinct Form of Cognition,—^then there would be absurdities ; and 
there could be no limit to the niunber of forms of Valid Cognition, such as is 
found in the declaration—‘ Sense-perception. Inference, Verbal Cognition, 
Analogical Cognition, Presumption and Negation are the six means of 
accomplishing what is to be accomplished.’—(1556) 

The Author proceeds to show the Incongruities that the above would 
lead to— 
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TEXTS (1557-1558). 

When a line of Trees and such things are seen, what is actually 

PERCEIVED IS ONLY One TREE, AND YET SOME IDEA OF THE SBCOnd 
TREE BEING THERE, THERE FOLLOWS THE DEFINITE COGNITION 
(in REGARD TO THE FORMER TREE) THAT ‘ THIS IS THE first ’ ;— 
AND THIS WILL HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF 

Cognition ; as it does not depend upon any element of 
‘ similarity ’ OR other conditions (attendant upon the well- 
known FORMS OF Cognition).— If it is denied in this case, on 

THE GROUND THAT IT APPREHENDS ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY 
APPREHENDED,—THEN THE SAME MIGHT BE SAID IN REGARD TO 

Analogical Cognitions also.— (1557-1558) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ And such things ’—is meant to include the line of Ants and so on. 

As a matter of fact, when one sees a line of trees,—so long as one sees 
one of the trees only, there is no such definite cognition as that * this is the 
first tree ’ ; when however, he notices the second tree, there does come about, 
in reference to the former tree, the idea that ‘ this is the first tree * ;—and 
this would have to be regarded as a distinct form of Cognition (oven if the 
contention of the Mimdmsaka in reganl to Analogical cognition were accepted). 
—^Why ?—^Rocause it is a form of cognition not dependent upon any element 
of Similarity or such other conditions. So that, because it does not depend 
upon Similarity, therefore it cannot be analogical cognition ;—because it 
does not depend upon the operation of the Senses, therefore it cannot be 
Sense-perception ;—^because it does not depend upon an Inferential Indicative, 
therefore it cannot be Inference ;—because it does not dep>ond upon Words, 
it cannot bo Verbal Cognition ;—^because it does not depend upon any seen 
or heard of fact which would be otherwise inexplicable, therefore it cannot be 
Presumption ;—and because it does not depend upon the cessation of Means 
and Objects of Cognition, therefore it cannot be Negation.— there is 
room for the absurdity urged in the following declaration—‘ This is prior 
to that. This is posterior to that—This is larger than that—This is shorter than 
that —all these cognitions would have to be regarded as so many distinct 
Forms of Cognition,—^which is highly imdesirable 

It might be urged that—“as the cognition in questidff apprehends 
what has been already apprehended, it cannot be regarded as Valid Cogni¬ 
tion , ^this condition, of apprehending what has been already appre¬ 
hended, is present in Analogical Cognitions also. 

The plural number in ‘ Analogical Cognitions ’ is in view of the fact that 
there are many such Cognitions.—(1567-1558) 
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TEXTS (15594560). 

When one sees the Gamya, there appears the notion of its ‘ dis¬ 
similarity’ TO THE Horse and other animals; why cannot 

this be a distinct form of Cognition ?—If it be urged that 
“ it cannot be so regarded because it is included 
UNDER Negation ”,—then, the same might be said 
IN regard to the notions of ‘ similarity ’ 
which also are included under ‘ Mutual 
Negation ’.—(1559-1560) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, on seeing the Oavaya^ there appears the idea of its similarity 
in the Cow,—and this is regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition; in the 
same way, when on seeing the Oat^aya^ there follows the notion of its dia- 
similarity in the Horae, —^why cannot this also be regarded as a distinct 
Form of Cognition ? 

“ It cannot be regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition, as it is included 
under Negation.^^ 

That cannot be right. 

“ Why 1 ” 

Because it envisages a positive entity; wliile Negation envisages a 
non-entity. 

“ Dissimilariiy is only negation of similarity ; and hence the notion of 
dissimilarity is really included under Negation.” 

‘ The same might he said, etc. etc."* —That is to say, if the negative character 
of a certain object is sought to be based upon its being subject to Mutual 
Negation,—^then the same sort of object is found in the case of the notions 
of Similarity also,—^which are regarded as ‘Analogical Cognition’.—(1559- 
1560) 

Q'oeation : —“ How so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1561). 

Just as distinction from ‘ Similarity ’ is cognised in that case, 
so ALSO is distinction FROM ‘ ALL COMMON PARTS * 

COGNISED IN THE OTHER CASE ALSO.- (1561) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the idea of ‘ dissimilarity ’, there is perception of difference 
from (i.e. negation of) * Similarity ’; in the same way, in the case of the idea 
of ‘ Similarity * also, there is perception of difference from (i.e. negation of) 
the jjresence of all Common Parts ; so that this also can be included under 
Negation, just like the notion of Dissimilarity. —(1561) 

In support of the same, an argument is put forward :— 

3 
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TEXT (1662). 

Because that Cognition which apprehends ‘ the presence of several 

SIMILAR parts ' WOULD ALSO FALL UNDER ‘ MUTUAL NEGATION ' ; 
(otherwise) if it WERE THE ‘ PRESENCE OF all SIMILAR PARTS ’ 

THAT IS COGNISED, THEN THERE WOULD BE identity. —(1562) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yena ’—vindicates the reason for what has been asserted above. What 
is meant is that—^because, in the case of the Cognition of Similarity, what 
is cognised is the ‘ presence of several similar parts —and not the ‘ presence 
of all similar parts —^therefore this is a case of ‘Mutual Negation ’.—Other¬ 
wise, if all parts wore similar, then there would be identity, —i.e. the Gavaya 
would be the same as the Cow. —(1662) 


TEXT (1563). 

Some people have held the view that—“ After having heard the 

ANALOGICAL STATEMENT, UTIEN ONE SEES THE SIMILAR OBJECT, • 
HE HAS THE COGNITION OF CONNECTION WITH THE 

Name,—and it is this that is called 
A na logica I ('ogn it ion . ’'—(1563) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Some people ’—i.e. the Naiydyika-s. 

They have provided the following definition of Analogy—“ Analogy is 
that which accomplishes its purpose through similarity to a known object .— 
(Nyayasutra 1. 1. 6)—^Tho term ^ prasiddhasddhartnya' may moan either 
‘ tlirough similarity to a known object or ‘ through well-known similarity ’ ; 
—the ‘ object ’ of which this ‘ similarity' ’ is known is the Gavaya ;—‘ through 
Ifils —^i.e. on the basis of this,—there is ‘ accomplishment ’—fulfilment— 
of the ‘ purpose ’—^i.e. of the relation of Name and Named ; and this is 
Analogical Cognition.^" 

Other people have expressed the same idea in other words, as follows :— 
“ Certain impressions having been left on the mind by a previous Verbal 
Cognition,—those impressions bring about a Remembrance,—^this Remem¬ 
brance leads to the Cognition of Similarity, —^from which there follows tlie 
cognition of the relation to a Name,—^tliis last cognition is Analogical Cogni¬ 
tion.—^The ‘ Verbal Cognition ’ meant here is that derived from the analogical 
statement—o.g. ‘ the Gavaya is like the Cow \ —this produces an Impression, 
a faculty in the Mind,—this Impression brings about the relB^embrance of 
the said analogical statement, on the occasion of seeing the Gavaya in the 
present;—on the basis of this Remembrance, there follows a notion of 
Similarity.— ' Samdkhyd * is Name, i.e. the word ;—^this Name is related to 
the object;—and the cognition of this Relation is what constitutes Analogical 
Oognition,’* 
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This is exactly the same idea (that has been set forth in the Nydya- 
aUtra quoted above).—(1563) 

The above view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in the following— 

TEXTS (1564-1565). 

If the PERFECT IDEA OF THE relation to the Name is there at the time 

OF THE hearing OF THE ANALOGICAL STATEMENT,—THEN THE 
RESULTANT ANALOGICAL COGNITION APPREHENDS WHAT HAS 
BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED ; AND AS SUCH, IT CANNOT 
HAVE THE CHARACTER OF A Means of Valid Cog- 
nition ; because, like Remembrance, this 
Analogy also is devoid of the true 

CHARACTER OF THE ‘ INSTRUMENT ’ 

(and Pramdm is an Instru¬ 
ment, A Means, of Cog¬ 
nition). —(1564-1565) 

COMMENTARY. 

At the time that the statement of analogy is heard, the idea of the 
relation of Name and Named is already there;—if the same idea appears 
again subsequently, it apprehends what has been already apprehended 
before, and hence—^like Remembrance—cannot bo a valid cognition. 

It might be urged that—“ It may apprehend what is already appre¬ 
hended, and yet it may bo a Means of valid cognition ; what would be the 
incongruity in that ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ It is devoid of, etc. etc. *—^Tliat is, the ‘ true 
cliaracter of Instnmient ’ consists in being the most effective cause, —and a 
cause is tnost effective only wlien it tends to bring about what has not been 
already brought about.—(1564-1665) 

The following might be urged—“ There has been no previous idea of the 
relation of the Name at all ; hence the Reason ‘ because it apprehends wliat 
is already apprehended ’ is not admissible ”. 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1566). 

If THE IDEA HAS NOT BEEN THERE, THEN, HOW IS IT THAT THE MAN 
HAS THE NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE OBJECT whoSC 

Name I had heard before’?— (1566) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the cognition of the relation of the Name had not been there, then 
there could have been no such cognition, later on, as that ‘ tliis is the Qavaya 
whose name I had heard before ’.—(1666) 

A further argument to the same effect is stated :— 
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TEXT (1567). 

If a man HAS NEVER HEARD OF THE NAME CONCERNED, THEN, ON SEEING 

THE Oavaya, he would never be able to have the idea that 
‘I had heard the Name of this animal'.— (1567) 


COMMENTARY. 


Ai>iddhakarna has asserted as follows :—“ Of the Name, the Man has a 
general (vague) notion through Verbal Cognition,—and it is the definite idea 
of it that is brought about by Analogy 

This view is set forth in the following— 


TEXT (1568). 

When one has heard the analogical statement, and perceives 

THE similarity, HE COGNISES THE RELATION (OF THE Name) 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR 

OBJECT."— (1568) 


COMMENTARY. 


The word ‘ upayiiktopa, etc. etc. ’—^is one who has heard the statement 
of analogy.—(1568) 


The same idea is further expounded :— 


TEXT (1569). 

Through Verbal Assertion, the man cognises the Relation in 

A GENERAL WAY ; AND THROUGH ANALOGY HE COGNISES IT AS 
PERTAINING TO A PARTICULAR OBJECT."— (1669) 

> 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Particular object ’—^i.e. the Qavaya, 

The answer to the above is provided by the following_ 
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TEXT (1570). 

When the Relation of the Name has been cognised in connection 
WITH one thing, it IS NOT POSSIBLE TO RECOGNISE IT IN 
CONNECTION WITH ANOTHER THING ; AS IT WOULD 
LEAD TO INCONGRUITIES.— (1570) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Na ’ has to be construed with ‘ Yujyate \ 

When the relation of the name has been cognised in regard to one thing, 
it cannot be right to cognise the same name as applied to another thing ; 
for, if it did, then there would be incongruities.—(1670) 

The ix)ssible incongruity is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (1571-1573). 

When a man has recognised a certain Name as applying to the 
)nan with the wonderful armlet , he does not, at another time, re- 
cognise it as applying to the man with the beautiful diadem. 
—For these reasons, when a man has come to know of a 
Name as applying to a certain Conceptual Image recognised 
as something external, and called the ‘ Universal \—then, 
EVEN if he comes TO PERCEIVE THE Oavaya, HE must recognise 
it as apj»lying to THE Gavaya itself ; and it is only one who is 

IGNORANT OF THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE ‘ PERCEPTIBLE ’ AND 
THE ‘conceptual' THAT REGARDS IT AS ‘EXTERNAL’.— (1571- 
1573) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Angada ’ is an ornament called ‘ Kapdka ’, Armlet. 

* Chlirdrigada ’—is the man who is wearing a ‘ chUra ’—^wonderful— 

* angada ’—armlet. 

When the man with the wonderful armlet has been once spoken of as 

* Devadatta ’ (by name)—^in the statement ‘ The man with the wonderful 
armlet is Devadatta ’,—and one, on hearing this, has cognised the name as 
belonging to that person,—he does not, at any future time, recognise that 
expression ‘ man with the wonderful bracelet ’ as applying to Yajnadatta, 
who is a ‘ man with the beautiful diadem \ 

‘ Kirifa ’ is diadem ;—‘ Chdrukinfa * is theman wdth the beautiful diadem. 
For the above reasons, in order to avoid the likelihood of the incon-* 
gruity, when a Name has been recognised by a determinate cognition envisag¬ 
ing an external object, as applicable to a conceptually imposed object,— 
then, if he comes to perceive the Oavaya, he recognises that name as applied 
to that same conceptually imposed object,—^and not to the external Specific 
Individuality of the name of ‘ Oavaya *; and the same conceptual Image is 
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what is spoken of as the * Universal *.—^And this is purely imaginary, as it 
has been discarded above. 

Qiiesiioni^"'Hovf then is there the idea of the external Specific 
Individuality ? ’* 

Answer :—‘ It is only onSy etc, etc, *—(1671-1573) 

Question :—would be the incongruity if the Word (Name) 
were applied to the Specific Individuality ? ** 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1574). 

It has to be understood that the idea of Conceptual Contents 
AND Words envisaging Specific Individualities has been 
REJECTED IN DETAIL.— (1574) 

COMMENTARY. 

In course of our examination of the Denotation of Words, the idea that 
Words and Conceptual Contents envisage Specific Individualities, has been 
rejected in detail. Hence what is expressed by the name must be the con¬ 
ceptually im]X)sed thing.—(1674) 


TEXTS (1575-1570). 

Even if they were envisaged by Words and Conceptual Contents, 

—^THE resultant COGNITION WOULD ONLY BE Inference . That 
IT PROCEEDS FROM THE ‘ THREE-FEATURED INDICATIVE ’ IS THITS 

DEDUCED—‘ This animal, which is similar to the Cow, 

IS ONE TO WHICH THE NAME GaVfiya IS APPLICABLE,— 

JUST LIKE THE GaVUya WHICH WAS PRESENT IN 
THE MIND AT THE TIME WHEN THE RELEVANT 

Convention became known — 

(1575-1576) 

COMMENTARY. 

We grant—for the sake of argument—that Words and Conceptual 
Contents envisage Specific Individualities. Even so, th^ Cognition in 
question becomes included under Inference ; and Analogical Cognition cannot 
be a distinct form of Cognition. 

Question :—“ How can it be included imder Inference when it is not 
brought about by the three-featured Indicative ? ** 

Answer—That it proeeedsy etc, etc, ’ ‘ Similarity to the Cow * is the 

Probans; ‘ being one to which the name Oavaya is applicable * is the Pro- 
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bandum ; and ‘ the Oavaya present in the Mind, in the shape of the Reflected 
Conceptual Content, at the time that the Convention became known * is 
the Corroborative Instance ;—^and the Oavaya perceived at the time is the 
•Subject, the Minor Term.—(1675-1576) 

The following might be urged:—“ At the time that the relevant 
•Convention,—in the form ‘ The Oavaya is like the Cow —was made, the 
Oavaya was not present in the Mind at all; hence the Instance cited is 
inadmissible 

The Answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1577). 

If at the TIME OF THE CONVENTION, THE Gavaya WAS NOT PRESENT 

EVEN IN THE MiND,—THEN WITH REFERENCE TO WHAT IS THE 

Convention made that ‘it is similar to the 

Cow ’ ?—(1577) 

% 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Even in the mind ’—the term ‘ even ’ means—‘ it is not only not seen, 
(but also not present in the mind)’. 

If there is no tiling that appears in the Mind as qualified by similarity 
to the Cow, —then, at the time that tlio Convention is made in the fonn ^ it 
is similar to the Covn' —on what thing is this Convention based ? And 
yet, such a Convention is actually made ;—hence it has to be admitted that 
at the time of the making of the Convention, there is something present in 
the Mind which is qualified by similarity to the Cow.—(1577) 


So far, it has been taken for granted (for the sake of argument) that 
the ‘ relation between the Name and the thing Named ’ forms the object 
of Analogical Cognition,—and then it has been shown that this Analogical 
Cognition cannot be regarded as a distinct form of valid Cognition,—(1) 
because it apprehends what is already apprehended (which fact makes it 
invalid), and (2) because it is included imder ‘ Inference ’.—^Now what the 
Author proceeds to show is as follovrs :—the Relation can have no existence 
apart from the Relatives ;—and the two Relatives in question (the Name 
and the Named) liave both been apprehended by other Means of Cognition ; 
for instance, at the time of the communication of the Convention, the Name 
was apprehended by Auditory Perceiition, and later on the Oavaya standing 
before the man is apprehended by Visual Perception; under the circum¬ 
stances, what else is there to be known, for knowing which .4nalogy would 
serve as the Means of Cognition ?— 
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TEXTS (1578-1580), 

It has been proved that the Relation has no existence apart 
FROM THE Relatives ;—on the previous occasion, at the time 
OF THE Convention, the Name was perceived by Auditory 
Perception ;—^and later on the animal standing before the 
MAN is seen with THE EyE ;—APART FROM THESE TWO ALREADY 
THUS COGNISED, ANY MINGLING UP OF THE TWO COULD NOT BE VALID 

COGNITION. Because any other cognition could only re¬ 
capitulate WHAT HAS been ALREADY COGNISED ; AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE NOTIONS OP ‘ FRAGRANT ’ AND ‘ SWEET —ThUS THE NOTION 
OF THE CONNECTION OF THE NaME CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BEING OF 
THE NATURE OF REMEMBRANCE.— (1578-1580) 


COMMENTARY. 


What is meant is that the Cognition in qtiestion cannot l3e \ alid, as it 
apprehends what has been already apprehended. 

‘If has been proved^- in course of our examination of the Category of 
Quality, 

The following might be urged :—The two Relatives may have been 
cognised by auditory and otlier fierceptions; it is the commingling of the 
two that is done by Analogical Cognition ; and it is in this commingling that 
lies the validity of Analogical Cognition 

The answer to this is—‘ Apart front these two, etc, etc,' 

‘ As in the case of the notions, etc, etc, ’—The affix ‘ vatl' lias the force 
of the Locative. The sense is that there are such notions as—‘ l^liig tiling 
that I have iierceived is fragrant and siveet wliere there is a commingling 
of things already apprehended,—^which are not regarded as valid ; so would 
the Cognition in Question also lie. 

‘ Tat ’—^Thus, therefore. 

‘ Ndmayoga, the cognition of the connection of the Name. 

‘ Can escape, etc, etc,' —^as already explained.—(1578-1680) 


Tho following might be nrged “ The connection of the Name is no- 
where created throxigh similarity; what happens is that when the thing 
named is perceived, it is pointed out that ‘ this is the Cow which is the 
fonn given to the Convention; nothing like this happens when the thing 
concerned is not perceived at all ”. 

The answer to this is as follow's ;— 
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TEXT (15H1). 

Notions of connection with Names are produced by endless 

MEANS, EVEN APART FROM SIMILARITY ; AS IS FOUND IN THE 
CASE OF SUCH NAMES AS ' Narapa ' (King) and the 
LIKE.— (1581) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Notions^ etc, etc, ’—i.e. notions of the relation of Names. 

‘ As in the case, etc, etc, ’—^i.e. of ‘ King ’ and such names.—(1581) 

An example is cited of the manner in which notions of Names are brouglit 
about by endless means :— 

TEXTS (1582-1583). 

‘ That person is the King who is protected from the rays of the 
Sun by the white umbrella —having been told thus, the 

MAN, later on, sees SUCH A PERSON,—AND THROUGH THE SAID 
ADVICE, COMES TO HAVE THE NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE 
PERSON BEARING THE NAME Kin^ \—NoW THIS WOULD 
HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF 

Valid Cognition, as it has not been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY SIMILARITY OR ANY 
SUCH CONDITIONS (aS BRING ABOUT 
OTHER FORMS OF COGNITION).— 

(1582-1583) 

COMMENTARY. 

Someone says to another man—‘ Brotlier, please go for this business, 
and see the King passing along with many persons riding elephants and 
horses —^The other man says—‘ Which one among them is the King ? ’ 
The first man replies—‘ Among them, that person is the King who is pro¬ 
tected from the Sun’s raj^s by the white Umbrella ’.—Bearing this instruction 
in his mind, the man goes forward, and when he sees such a person as de¬ 
scribed to him, there appears in his mind the idea that ‘ this is the person 
named King \ —Now, according to you (Nalydyika) —this also would have to 
be regarded as a distinct form of valid Cognition—^why ?— Because it has 
not been brought about by similarity or any such conditions. This shows that 
the said notion is not included under the six well-known forms of Valid 
Cognition.—(1582-1583) 

Aviddhakarm notices the view that “ there are only two Means (or Forms) 
of Cognition ; and there is no object of Cognition apart from Specific Indivi¬ 
duality and Commonalty (or the Universal) ” ;—^and in refutation of this view, 
he puts forward the following arguments :—(a) Perception has its companion 
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in the shape of a form of Cognition in addition to Inference,—because it is a 
form of Cognition,—^like Inference.—Or (b) Inference has its companion in 
the shape of a form of Cognition in addition to Perception,—^because it is 
a form of Cognition,—like Perception. Similarly (c) Specific Individuality 
has for its companion a cognisable object in addition to the Universal,— 
because it is cognisable,—like the Universal.—Or (d) The Universal has for 
its companion, a cognisable object in addition to the Specific Indi\dduality.— 
because it is cognisable,—like the Specific Individuality.” 

This (view of Avlddhakarna) is what is set forth in the following— 

TEXTS (1584-1586). 

Another party seeks to prove the existence of another form of 

COGNITION, ON THE STRENGTH OF INFERENCE, THUS :—PERCEPTION 
IS CONNECTED WITH A FORM OF COGNITION DIFFERENT FROM IN¬ 
FERENCE, BECAUSE IT IS A FORM OF COGNITION, LIKE INFERENCE. 

Similarly Inference also.”— 

This is not right ; as the Probans cited is not invariably concomi¬ 
tant (with the IhlOBANDUM) ; and SPECIALLY BECAUSE NOTHING 
IS VVT FORWARD WHICH WOULD NEGATIVE THE CONTRARY OF THE 
DESIRED CONCLUSION.—FURTHER, IN THIS WAY, YOU WOULD BE 
RUNNING COUNTER TO THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ FOUV FORMS OF COGNITION ’. 
The answer that you would have to that would also serve 
HERE.—( 1584-1586) 

COMMEXirARY. 

‘ Sangatam ’—connocted, related. 

This is only by way of illustration ; it should be understood to apply 
to the proving of the existence of other cognisable things also. 

Nothing has been mentioned by way of negativing the Probans in the 
contrary of the Probandum ; hence there can be no Invariable Concomitance 
between the Probans and tlie Probandum. Consequently all that has been 
cited as the Probans is Inconclusive ; because their presence in the contrary 
of the Probandum is open to suspicion. 

Then a^ain, what is asserted goes against the doctrine that restricts 
the number of the Forms of Cognition to Jour ; as in the way shown, the 
existence of other forms of cognition also might be proved. For instance, it 
can be said that—‘ Perception has for its companion a Form of Cognition 
other than Liference, Analogical Cognition and Verbal Cognition,—because 
it is a Form of Cognition,—^like Inference ’. 

Further Cognisable Things have been held to fall under three classes— 
viz. : Universal^ Particular and Particular-Universal. This also would be 
contravened ; as in the same way the existence of other Cognisable Things 
also may be proved. 

Whatever answer you may have to these criticisms will serve my purpose 
also ; so enpugh of this.—(1684-1586) 
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Section (C) 

On Presumption, 

COMMENTARY. 

The following has been urged in regard to ‘ Presumption ’ (which has 
been regarded as an independent Means or Form of Cognition, by 
Mimdmsakaa ):— 


TP]XT (1587). 

If a certain fact, cognised throitgh the six Means of (’'ognition, 

IS FOUND TO BE OTHERWISE INEXPLICABLE, AND THENCE LEADS 
TO THE ASSUMPTION OF SOME OTHER FACT,—THIS IS 

CALLED ‘ Arihdpalti ’ ‘ Presumption ' — (1587) 

|Ki MlRiLA : Shlokamrtihi —ArthIpatti, L] 


COMMENTARY. 

In regard to Time, Place, etc., when a certain fact has been duly cognised 
tlirough the six Means of Cognition,—in the shape of Perception, Inference, 
Analogy, Word, Presiunption and Negation,—and it is found to be otherwise 
inexplicable., —if a certain other fact were not there,—then the assumption of 
this other fact is made pertaining to w hat is not perceptible ;—this assumption 
is the Means of Cognition called ‘ Presumption ’. 

‘ Called ’—i.e. by Shabarasvdmin ; who says (\mder Su. 1. 1. 5)—‘ Presump¬ 
tion consists in the presuming of something not seen, on the ground 
that a fact already perceived or heard of w'ould not be possible without that 
presumption; for instance, it is foimd that Devadatta, who is alive, is not in 
the house,—and this non-existence in the house (wluch is seen) leads to the 
presumption that he is somewhere outside the house 

In this passage, the term ‘ seen ’ stands for ‘ cognised tlirough the five 
means of Cognitions other than Word ’ ; and ‘ heard, of * stands for * cognised 
by means of the Word —(1587) 


In the following Texts, examples are set forth, in order, of Presumption 
based upon the six Moans of Cognition :— 
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TEXTS (1588-1589). 

For EXAMPLE—(1) THE ASSUMPTION OF THE BURNING POWER OF FlRE^. 
BASED UPON THE perceived fact of its having burnt a certain 
THING ;—(2) THE ASSUMPTION OF THE mobility of the Sun based 
UPON THE inferred fact of its going from place to place.— [Shloka- 
vdrtika —Presumption, 3];—(3) The Potencies of all things 

ARE presumed ON THE BASIS OF THE INEXPLICABILITY OF THE 
effects produced by them : [Shlokavdrtika —ShGnya, 254] ; 
AND all such Potencies that become cognised are such as 

HAVE not been KNOWN ALREADY,—AND THESE ARE COGNISED 
without ANY IDEA OF THE RELATION (OF CONCOMITANCE).”— 

(1588-1589) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) An example of Presumption based upon Perception is the following— 
Having perceived the fact of burning by Fire, there is Presumption of the 
presence of Burning Power of Fire. 

(2) An example of Presumption based upon Inference is the following— 
When the fact of the Sun’s moving from place to place has been inferred, 
this leads to the Presumption of the presence of nwhility in the Sun. 

(3) The latencies of all things are always presumed on the basis of the 
inexplicability otherwise of the effects produced by them. This Presumption 
(of Potencies) itself is based sometimes on Perception ; e.g. when ono perceives 
the effect and thence presumes the potency in the Cause when however 
the effect is known through Inference or some other means of Cognition, and 
thence the Potency cf the Pause is presumed, then the Presumption is based 
upon Inference or some other Means of Cognition. 

The compound Kdryarthdpatti, etc, ’ is to bo exi^oundod as ‘ those whoso 
cognition is brought about by the otherwise inexplicability of th-e effect ;— 
(i.e. the fact ttiat the effect cannot bo explained except on the basis of the 
Potencies) 

It cannot be said that the Potency' of the Cause is already known ; 
because the said Potencies that are cognised are always sucli as are not 
already know^n ; so that the cognition does not apprehend what has been 
already apprehended ; and hence this must be regarded as a Form of Valid 
Cognition. 

It might be argued that—‘ Potencies are always inferred from the effects, 
—^they are not presumed, \ 

The answer to this is that the cognitions in question are hrougU about 
wtthoiU any idea of the relation (of OoncoTiiitance, necessary in all Inference); 
hence they cannot be regarded as Inference .—(1588-1589) 


The following text proceeds to show the said absence of any idea of the 
Relation :— 
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TEXT (1590). 

The RELATION OF THESE POTENCIES HAS NOT BEEN TREVIOUSLY 
COGNISED ;—^NOR IS IT COGNISED NOW ; AND IT IS ONLY ON THE 

BASIS OF SUCH COGNITIONS THAT THERE COULD BE THE TWO 

Premisses . ’ ’—( 1590) 

COMMENTARY. 

Prior to the time of Inference, the relation of the Potencies to the effects 
has not been cognised,—in the way in which the relation of Fire and Smoke 
is previously recogmsed in the kitchen; because the Potencies are not joer- 
c^ptible, Tliis shows that there can be no Major Premiss (asserting the 
Invariable Concomitance). 

‘ Nor is it cognised now ’—at the time of Inference ; for the same reason 
that they are not perceptible. This shows that there can be no Minor Premiss. 

The effect cannot be regarded as a property of the Potencies residing in 
the Cause, as there can be no ground for this idea.—(1690) 


TEXT (1591). 

“ In THE CASE OF PROVING THE POTENCY OF THE EaR, ETC., WHATEVER 
PrOBANS MIGHT BE PUT FORWARD, WOULD ALL BE FOUND TO BE ‘ OF 
UNKNOWN SUBSTRATUM ’ ; AS THE SUBSTRATUM WOULD CONSIST 

OF THE Potencies themselves, and these are still 
UNKNOWN.’'— (1591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, in a case where the Potencies of the Ear, etc. are made the 
Subject of the Inference, whatever Probans (Reason) might be put forward, 
for the proving of the said Potencies, would all be ‘ of unknown substratum ’ ; 
because the Potencies w’ould be their substratum, and these are not known 
(as yet). 

From all tliis it follows that all Potencies are cognisable through Presump¬ 
tion, not through Inference, —(1691) 

TEXT (1592). 

“ (4) ‘ He is corpulent and does not eat during the day ’—on 

HEARING SUCH WORDS, ONE CONCLUDES THAT THE MAN EATS AT 

night; and this is Presumptim based upon what is 
heard.' ’— [Shlo- Vd. —Presumption, 51]—(1592) 

COMMENTARY. 

(4) Presumption based upon Verbal Cognition is there when, on hearing 
the words that ‘ Devadatta is corpulent without medication, and does not 
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eat during the day *, one concludes that the man eats beforehand at night. 
Such an assumption is Presumption, —(1692) 

The following might be urged :—‘ The idea that the Man eats at night 
is derived from the said words —He is corpulent and eots not during the doy 
themselves [so that it is only a case of Verbal Cognition"],' 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1593-1598). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, THE IDEA OF THE NiGHT (AND THE MaN EATING 
AT night) CANNOT BE DERIVED FROM THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OF 
THE Day (AND THE MAN NOT EATING) ; BECAUSE WHAT IS EXPRESSED 
BY THE WORDS OF THE LATTER HAS NO Connection WITH eating at 
night. Nor is there any contradistinction whereby the 
LATTER COULD INDICATE THE euting at night. —^Nor can a second 
(and totally different) meaning be attributed TO THE WORDS 
(SPEAKING OF THE Day) ; because THESE ARE ALREADY TAKEN UP 
IN EXPRESSING ANOTHER IDEA.—FrOM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT 
THE IDEA IN QUESTION (oF eating at night) is derived from a totally 
DIFFERENT SENTENCE PRESENT ONLY IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON. 
—^ThUS THEN, THIS SENTENCE (iN THE MIND), THOUGH IT IS NOT 
ACTUALLY VERBALLY EXPRESSED, IS YET DULY COGNISED,—^AND IT 
HAS TO BE POINTED OUT WHICH ONE AMONG THE MeANS OF COGNTTION, 
Perception and the rest, it is which brings about the cognition 
OF THE SAID (UNSPOKEN) SENTENCE.—As THE SENTENCE IS NOT 
ACTUALLY SPOKEN, IT COULD NOT BE Perception ; nob COULD IT BE 
Inference, because the Sentence has never been found to 

BE CONCOMITANT WETH THE OTHER FACTOR ; AND IF, EVEN WHEN 
THIS RELATION (OF CONCOMITANCE) HAS NEVER BEEN PERCEIVED, 
THE FACTOR CONCERNED WERE REGARDED AS AN INFERENTIAL 
Indicative,—then the utterance of any one sentence might 

BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ALL SENTENCES; BECAUSE ON THE 

POINT OF being unrelated, there would be no distinction 
BETWEEN ONE SENTENCE AND ANOTHER.”— (1593-1598)—[ASAfoia- 
vdrtiha—A rthdpatti, 56-61. ] 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two kinds of meaning possible in a sentence—in the form of (a) 
Connection and (6) Contradistinction ; of these ‘ Connection ’ consists in the 
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unification or commingling of things expressed by the words like Milk and 
Waterf and ‘ Contradistinction ’ consists in these things expressed standing in 
the relation of excluder and exchided ;—or * Connection ’ consists in the well- 
known relation of came and affect, —and ‘ Contradistinction ’ in the excluaion 
of the unlike, —^In neither of these two forms could the (unspoken) sentence 
‘ He eats at night ’ be the meaning of the (spoken) sentence ‘ He eats not in 
the day For instance, the words of the sentence ‘ He eats not in the day ’ 
denote the Day and so forth; and these have no ‘ Connection ’ with eating 
at night ; as the two are entirely different. Nor is there ‘ Contradistinction ’ 
between them ; because the word ‘ day * is never used in the sense of the 
negation of non-night. 

It might be argued that—“ That he eats at night is another meaning of 
the same sentence ‘ He eats not in the day 

The answer to this is—‘ Nor can a second meaning, etc, etc,' —^There 
can be no assumption of another meaning for the same sentence,—as it is 
entirely taken up in expressing the idea of the man not eating in the day,. 
and hence carmot express the other idea that he eats at night. Consequently 
the idea of the man eating at night must bo expressed by another sentence. 

‘ Present in the mind ’—^This shows that the cognition is not Verbal, 

‘ Though it is not verbally expressed *,—^i.e. even though it is not Verbal,^ 
due to words ; as in the manner shown above, it cannot be verbal cognition. 
For the cognition, then, of the sentence—‘ He eats at night ’—^which 
is miderstood (in the Mind), some ‘ Means ’ will have to be pointed out; which 
could only be one out of Perception and the rest.—And yet it camiot be any of 
these. Hence it must be an entirely distinct Means of Cognition.—^This is 
what is meant. 

The idea of the required Means being one from among Perception and the 
rest is next refuted— "As the sentence, etc, etc.' —^The sentence expressing the 
idea of the man eating at night, not being actually spoken, camiot be of the 
nature of Perception, because it is not heard. Nor can it be of the nature of 
Inference, because there is no relation (of concomitance). For instance, the 
sentence expressing the fact of eating at night has never boon perceived in 
association with the sentence speaking of not-eating in the day, —^which fact 
alone could constitute the relation of concomitance between the two. Nor 
is there any other Inferential Indicative available. 

It might be argued that, “ even without the perception of any relation, 
it could be regarded as an Inferential Indicative ”, 

The answer to that is—‘ And if, even when, etc. etc, ’—^That is to say, if 
it could be an Inferential Indicative even when it is not known to be related, 
then from the utterance of the sentence speaking of the man nat-eating in 
the day, there should follow the cognition of all sentences,—not only of the 
sentence speaking of eating at night, —Why ?—^Because, as regards beiny 
devoid of relation, the sentence speaking of eating at night does not differ 
from any other sentence ; that is, in the point of being not-related, all sentences 
stand on the same footing.—(1593-1598) 

The following Text describes the Presumption based upon Analogical 
Cognition :— 
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TEXT (1599). 

(5) The Cow is likened to the Gavaya^ —a cognition is produced 

BY THIS LIKENESS,—THE POTENCY IN THE OBJECT WHEREBY IT 
BECOMES APPREHENDED BY THAT COGNITION, IS 
DERIVED ON THE STRENGTH OF THE SAID 
Analogical Cognition.* —(1599) 

COMMENTARY. 

(5) When the object, Cow, is likened to the Gavaya, there is in the Cow the 
capacity to be apprehended by the Analogical Cognition ; and this capacity 
is derived from the strength —Presumption—^based upon that Analogical 
Cognition.—(1599) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Presumption— 


TEXTS (1600-1601). 

(6) Inasmuch as the denotation of a word cannot be other¬ 
wise DEFINED, WE ASSUME THE EXPRESSIVE POTENCY OF WORDS ; 

AND AS THIS POTENCY WOULD NOT BE OTHERWISE POSSIBLE, 

WE DEDUCE, THROUGH ANOTHER PRESUMPTION, THE 
ETERNALITY OF WORDS ; [Shlokavdrtika — Arthdpatti, 

6-7] ; —BECAUSE WHAT IS NON-ETERNAL 
CANNOT BE RELATED TO ANY CONVEN¬ 
TION.'*— (1600-1601) 

COMMKNTARY. 

‘ Ahhidhd ’—^Denotation ; i.e. expressing of meaning.—^This could not be 
done by words, could not be defined,—except through Expressive Potency ;— 
having thus ‘ presumed ’ the expressive potency of Word, it is found that this 
potency would not be otherwise possible,—i.e. there is no other way of 
explaining such a Potency,—^without recognising the eternality of words ; so 
that this cognition of the eternality of words is also obtained by means 
of another Presumption. 

Question :—“ Why cannot there be Expressive Potency without 
eternality ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Because what is non-eternal, etc, etc, *.—^That is to say, if 
what was perceived at the time of the making of the Convention does not 
continue to exist till the time of being used, then, the making of the Conven¬ 
tion would be entirely futile ; as Convention is set up only for purposes of 
usage; and the Word that is present at the time of usage is not one with 
which the connection of the meaning had been set up at the time of the 
Convention. 



789 


OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 

Or, the text may be explained in another way :—‘ Tadananyagat^h ’— 
since, of the word existing at the time of usage, there is no difference from the 
word perceived at the time of the making of the Convention.—^How is it 
known that there is no difference ?— Anatoer—Because what is non-eternal, 
etc. etc. ’-(1600-1601) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Negation :— 


TEXTS (1602-1606). 

“ (7) The absence of Chaitra from the House having been cognised 
THROUGH Negation, the cognition of the presence of Chaitra 
OUTSIDE the House which is marked by his absence, has been 
CITED ; THIS IS to BE REGARDED AS ANOTHER KIND OF PRESUMPTION, 
based upon Negation, [Shlokavdrtika — Arthdpatti, 8-9]. —^This (Pre¬ 
sumption) IS different from Inference, because the Minor 
Premiss {Prohans as residing in the Minor Term.) and the other 
factors do not form part of it. When the object cognised, 
is either the Man connected with the exterior (of the 
House), or the exterior connected with the Man,—in either 

CASE, HOW COULD ‘ ABSENCE IN THE HoUSE ’ SERVE AS THE PrOBANS 
(residing IN THAT SUBJECT) ?— [Ibid,, 10-12]. —What is regarded 
AS THE Pro BANS IN THIS CASE IS THE ‘ ABSENCE OF THE IJVING 
MAN IN THE HoUSE ’ ; AND THERE CAN BE NO COGNITION OF THIS 
ABSENCE WITHOUT KNOWING HIS PRESENCE outside the House, [Ibid,, 
19]. — As FOR PURE ‘ ABSENCE IN THE HoUSE —APART FROM THE 
IDEA OF HIS BEING olive —SUCH ABSENCE IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 
DEAD PERSONS ALSO, AND HENCE CANNOT BE A PROOF OF HIS presence 
outside ^\—\lbid,, 21].—(1602-1606) 


(COMMENTARY. 


The absence of Chaitra has been cognised by the Negation —absence,— 
of Perception and other Means of Cognition ;—the House is qualified by this 
ascertained absence ;—^i.e. the idea that ‘ Chaitra is not in the House * ;—and 
the presence of Chaitra, —if he is alive—^is cognised as being outside of the 
said House ;—this cognition, in the form ‘ Chaitra is outside the house ’,— 
has been cited —in the Bhd^ya, by Shaharasmmin ; that is, only as an indication 
of the other kinds of Presumption ; e.g. when Devadatta is alive, if he is 
not in the house, there is Presumption of him as being out of the house. 

This is an example of Presumption based upon Negation. 

Almost all Naiydyikds have included Presmnption under ‘Inference’. 
In refutation of this view, Kumarila adds—‘ This is different from Inference, 
etc. etc. ’—Inasmuch as the Probans, etc. do not enter into it as factors— 
as its causes—tliis must be different from Inference ; just like Perception. 
Because the object of cognition in this case is either Chaitra qualified by the 
4 
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place oiUeide the ho^ise^ or the place outside the house qualified hy Chaitra ; 
in either case, how could the absence of Chaitra, which resides elsewhere 
(inside the House) serve as the Probans ? That is to say, it could never 
serve as the Probans. 

Then again, if absence in the House were assumed as the Probans,—it 
could be so assumed only in one or the other of two ways i.e. either as 
the absence of the living Devadatta, in the House, or absence in the House 
in general. In the former case, there would be this objection—that ‘ the 
absence of the living fnan, etc, etc, ’—‘ there can be no cognition of this absence, 
etc, etc, "—That is, the cognition of the living Devadatta —the ce^rtainty 
regarding it— would not be possible until his presence outside is definitely 
known. 

What is meant by this is that the Probans in this case would be one 
that is ‘ inadmissible ’, and that if it is admissible, it is futile. 

If the second alternative is accepted [i.e. absence in the House in general 
is tlie Probans], the Probans would be Inconclusive ; as even when Devadatta 
is dead, people recognise his absence in the House. This is what is shown 
in the words ‘ as for pure absence in the House, etc., etc, \—‘ Yidyamdrmtva ’ 
being alive, —(1602-1606) 


With the following Texts begin the refutation of the above view 
(regarding Presumption as a distinct Means of Cognition). 

In the first place, the definition that has been provided is not a proper 
one. For instance, the definition provided is that ‘ Presumption consists in 
the presuming of an imperceptible fact without which a perceived or heard of 
fact would not be possible ’. In connection with this, the following points 
have to be considered :—Has the relation of that imjierceptible fact with the 
perceived and heard of facts been |)erceived anywhere, or not ? If it lias 
been perceived, then the cognition in question becomes an Inference, as 
brought about by the perception of the said Relation.—If the Relation has 
not been perceived, then, in that case, the non-burning power of F'ire might 
also be presumed, in the same way as its burning power is ; because so far 
a^; being not related is concerned, both stand upon the same footing.—It 
might be argued that—“ inasmuch as Fire has never been actually found to» 
be associated with non-burning power, there can be no pre8\imption of this 
latter ”.—But in that case, there should be no presumption of the burning 
power also ; because Fire has never been seen to bo associated with that 
power. Thus it is only when the relation between two things is well known 
that, on seeing one of the two invariably concomitant members of that rela¬ 
tion, there can be a presumption of the other relative -and when this 
has been presumed,—It is only through the said Relation; and hence this 
presumption becomes included under ‘ Inference ’. 

The examples also that have been cited are not right. These examples 
have been cited to show that through four Presumptions one cognises the 
Potency of something known through Perception and the other Means of 
Cognition. 

The author points out the defect that is common to all these :— 
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TEXT (1607). 

Apart from the Potent object, there is no such thing as ‘ Potency % 

WHICH COULD be COGNISED BY MEANS OF PRESUMPTION ; AND AS 

FOR THE Potent object, it is cognised through 
Percepttion itself.— (1607) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as Potency is nothing apart from the Potent object,—and 
the Potent object is cognisable by Perception,—Presumption would be 
apprehending what is already apprehended; and on that ground alone, it 
could not be regarded as a Means of Valid Cognition. 

The mention of ‘ Perception ’ in this connection is only by way of 
illustration.—(1607) 

The following Texts point out the objections that are applicable specially 
to that example of Presumption which has been cited as based upon 
Perception :— 

TEXTS (1608-1610). 

In the CASE OF such phenomena as Burning and the rest, their 
CAUSE IS actually PERCEIVED IN THE FORM OF THE Fire AND THE 
REST, AND THERE IS NOTHING WRONG OR UNCERTAIN IN THIS PER¬ 
CEPTION ; WHAT THEN COULD ‘ POTENCY ’ BE, APART FROM THOSE 
CAUSES ?— If THE ‘ POTENCY ’ IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT (FROM THE 

SAID Causes), then as that ‘ Potency ’ would be what brings 

ABOUT THE EFFECT, THE object (CaUSE) ITSELF WOULD NOT BE AN 
ACTIVE AGENT AT ALL (iN THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THAT EFFECT) ; 
IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE OBJECT DOES BRING ABOUT THE EFFECT, 

THEN THE POTENCY WOULD NOT BE ANYTHING DIFFERENT ;_ 

BECAUSE THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF THE ‘ OBJECT ’ IS THAT 
IT SHOULD BE Capable of effective action ; and that the object is 
so capable is learnt from Perception itself.— (1608-1610) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is nothing wrong, etc. ’—This compound is to be taken as an 
adverb (modifying the verb ‘ perceived *). 

If the Potency is regarded to be sometliing different from the object,^ 
then,—in the bringing ab^mt of the effect (in the shape of the phenomenon 
cited), the Potency being the effective agent, the object itself would cease 
to be an active agent ; which would mean that the object is a non-entUy ; 
as the characteristic of the Entity is that it should be capable of effective 
action. 

If, in order to guard against the object becoming a non-entity, it be 
admitted that the object does have some action in the bringing about of the 
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effect concerned,—then the ‘ Potency ’ could not be anything different —^from 
the object.—Why ?—^Because ‘ Potency ’ can be only that form—or nature, 
—which is capable of effective action;—^it cannot be anything else. 

As regards the verbal expression ‘ the Potency of the object ’—^which 
implies some sort of a difference between the two,—that is meant to discard 
the notion of any other kind of difference, and is used in this form only with 
a view to the enquiry as to what ‘ Potency ’ is,—and the answer is that 
U is the object itself, —(1608-1610) 

The following might be urged—“ Capacity for effective action is not the 
characteristic of Potency ; it is something else 
The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (1611). 

There is no means of knowing any other characteristic of Potency, 
Even if such another characteristic were known, there 

WOULD BE NO USE FOR IT ; AS THE EFFECT WOULD BE 
accomplished by the mere PRESENCE OF 

THE Object.— (1611) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no means of knowing any other characteristic of ‘ Potency ’,— 
which Means could distinguish Potency from ‘ Negation ’—in the form of 
the absence of all capacity, —Even if such a characteristic wore known, it 
would serve no useful purpose for men who would be seeking for effective 
action; because the needed effective action will have been accomplished by 
the presence —^i.e. by the very nature—of the Object itself;—as has been 
declared in the following words : ‘To persons seeking for effective action, 
what would bo the use of cogitating over what is not fit for effective action ? 
Certainly, the yoimg woman has no need to consider whether the impotent 
man is ugly or handsome ’.—(1611) 

TEXT (1612). 

If the other characteristic of ‘ Potency ’ were held to be cog¬ 
nisable through Presumption based upon the fact of the 

EFFECT BEING OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE,—THIS CANNOT 
BE RIGHT, AS THE EFFECT IS ACTUALLY 
PRODUCED OTHERWISE,—^AS IT PRO¬ 
CEEDS FROM THE Object 
ITSELF.— (1612) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“There is another characteristic of 
Potency —^that is, Potency which is always cognisable through the fact of 
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the effect not being otherwise possible; so that—‘ being inferred from the 
effect ’ would be the characteristic of Potency 

This definition of Potency cannot be right.—“ Why ? ”—^Because the 
effect is acttuilly proditced otherwise^ —^tliat is, the effect is produced even 
without such a distinct thing as ‘ Potency ’.—“ How so ? ”— It proceeds from 
the Object itself, —Because this effect proceeds from the Object—^the Thing— 
therefore the existence of the effect is possible even without the Potency ; 
so that what is the use of assuming the Potency as something apart from the 
Thing itself ?—(1612) 

TEXT (1613). 

Fire, as apart from Water and other things, is clearly perceived 
AS capable of burning ; what then is the use of the said 
‘ Potency ’ \ — (1613) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further clarified— 

TEXT (1614). 

If IT be urged that—“ The Potency is not something absolutely 
different (from the Thing),—it is of a dual character, 
being both (different and non-different) ”,—then 
(the answer is that) it cannot be so, because of 
self-contradiction. And further, its non- 
difference (b^rom the Thing) would be cog¬ 
nised BY Perception.— (1614) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged :—“ The objection urged would apply if 
we held that the Potency is something absolutely different from the Thing; 
as a matter of fact, however, we regard it to be of a dual character, being 
both different and non-diffc'rent 

This caimot be right.—“ Why ? ”— Because of self-contradiction ;—^if 
it is different, how could it be non-different at the same time ? If it is non- 
different, how could it be different ? There is clear self-contradiction if two 
mutually exclusive properties—the presence of one of which must mean the 
absence of the other and vice versa, —are attributed to the same thing.— 
In fact, being another consists in not being the same, as is found in the case of 
‘ another self ’. 

Granting that the Potency has the dual character,—even so. that Potency 
of the dual character is cognisable by Perception itself ; because the non- 
difference of the Potency from the Thing is also cognised by Perception,—• 
and not absolute difference only ; whereby it would not bo perceptible. Under 
the circumstances, the statement that ‘ Potency is always cognisable from 
the effect ’ would become sot aside.^—(1614) 
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TEXT (1615). 

The perceptibility (of Potency) being thus established,—all that 

HAS BEEN SAID (BY THE OTHER PARTY) REGARDING ITS NOT 
BEING COGNISABLE BY INFERENCE, DOES NOT AFFECT 

US. Because in this case we do not 

REGARD THE COGNITION TO BE OF THE 

NATURE OF Inference. —(1615) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, it has been declared (by Kumarila, see abo\'e under 
Text 1589) that “ Potencies of all Things become cognised through Presump¬ 
tion ” and so forth; where it has been shown that Potencies cannot be 
inferred. That does not affect our position at all.—“ Why ? ”—Because 
in this case —of Potency being perceptible^ — we do not regard the cognition 
to he of the nature of Inference ; for the simple reason that Inference consists 
of the cognition of only such things as are not cognisable by Perception. 

This shows that the arguments adduced are superfluous.—(1615) 

It has been argued above under Text 1591, that “ whatever Reasons 
are adduced in regard to the Potency of the Ear, etc. would all be such as 
have their substratum unknown 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1616). 

As REGARDS SUCH THINGS AS THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND THE LIKE 
WHICH ARE NOT AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION,—THEIR VERY 
EXISTENCE, IN THE SHAPE OF POTENCY, IS COGNISED 

BY Inference.—(1616) 

COMMENTARY. 

Direction : “ It has been said previously that their existence is proved ; 

why then is it said now that their existence is indicated ? 

Reply :— 

TEXT (1617). 

What was asserted on the previous occasion was only the fact 
OF the apprehension of sound being dependent on OTHER 

CAUSES,—ON THE GROUND THAT EVEN WHEN ITS 
CAUSE WAS THERE, IT DID NOT COME ABOUT, * 

BECAUSE SOMETHING ELSE WAS ABSENT ; 

—AS IN THE CASE OF THE SPROUT 
AND SUCH THINGS,—(1617) 


COMMENTARY. 

Exialerux. is not proved directly ; what is proved is the fact of Auditory 
and other Perceptions, as the Subject, being dependent upon other causes,_ 
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on the ground that when the other cause, of its Auditory Perception,—in the 
shape of attention of the mind —is not there the Perception does not come 
about. This argument is formulated as follows;—When even on the presence 
of something, another thing appears only occasionally (not always), then this 
latter must be dependent upon other causes ; e.g. even when the soil is there, 
the Sprout appears only occasionally;—even when the attention of the 
Mind is there, the Auditory Perception comes about only occasionally; this 
thus is a Reason based upon the nature of things. When this fact of 
beinff dependent upon other causes has been established, then it is deduced 
that that other cause must be the well-known Auditory Organ; that is why 
it is said that existence is cognised, in this way—and not directly.—^Hence 
there is nothing wrong in this.—(1617) 

It has been argued (under Text 1588) that—“ From the inferred mobility 
of the Sim, the Potency is cognised by Presumption ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1618-1619). 

When the Sun reaches another place, what happens always is that 

IT IS BORN (again) IN A PLACE DIFFERENT FROM ITS ORIGINAL 
PLACE ; THIS IS AS IT IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE FlRE- 
FLAME ; A THING THAT REMAINS PERMANENT IS OF A 
TOTALLY DIFFERENT KIND ; OTHERWISE SUCH 
REACHING OF ANOTHER PLACE WOULD NOT BE 
POSSIBLE.— As REGARDS POTENCY, IT HAS 
ALREADY BEEN SHOWN THAT IT IS 
NOTHING APART FROM THE THING. 

-(1618-1619) 

COIMMENTARY. 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference. 

For instance, whenever anything is foimd to reach another place, it is a 
case of the thing being born in a place other than its original one;—as is 
foimd to be the case when the fire-flame moves from one place to the other; 
—^the Sun is found to )De reaching another place ; hence this is an Inferential 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

This Reason cannot be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because a thing 
that remains permanent —i.e. an object that always remains in one and the 
same form—cannot reach another place ; as it can never renounce its original 
position ; if it does renoimce it, it must be in a new form born again. This 
is the Reasoning sublating any conclusions to the contrary. 

It might be argued that—“ This Presumption has been cited as proving 
the existence of the Potency, not the birth of tlie thing; how then is it that 
the Presumption is said to be included under this Inference ? 

The answer to this is—‘ As regards Potency, etc, etc ,'"—(1618-1619) 
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The Author next points out the objections against tlie example of the 
‘ Fat Devadatta not eating in the day as illustrating Presumption from 
what has been heard :— 


TEXT (1620). 

No CERTAIN COGNITION CAN RESULT FROM THE ASSERTION THAT ‘ ThB 
FAT MAN EATS NOT DURING THE DAY \—AS THE SPEAKER MIGHT 
BE ASSERTING THIS THROUGH ENMITY OR DELITSION 
AND SUCH OTHER CAUSES.— (1620) 

COMMENTARY. 

What this shows is that there can be no Presumption based upon Verbal 
Cogni tion.—(1620) 

The following might be urged :—“ It is not that the other assertion is 
indicated by the first sentence, on the basis of wliat is expressed by it;— 
it is indicated by the assertion itself ; and the assertion itself is directly 
perceived (heard).” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (1621). 

If ANOTHER EXPRESSIVE STATEMENT IS INDICATED (iN PRESUMPTION) 
BY THE FIRST STATEMENT, INDEPENDENTLY OF WHAT IS EX¬ 
PRESSED BY ITSELF,—THEN THAT OTHER STATEMENT 
ALSO WOULD INDICATE ANOTHER STATE¬ 
MENT.— (1621) 


COMMENTARY, 

The sentence is said to be ‘ independent of what is expressed by it ’ 
when it functions by itself, not through its meaning ; w^hon the mere sentence 
by itself indicates (tlirough Presumption) the other sentence which is 
expressive of a definite meaning,—then that other statejmnt also would 
indicate another statement ; that is, it w'ould be possible for the sentence 
asserting eating at night to indicate another sentence ; as the condition of 
being devoid of relation would be equally present in the case of all.—^If then 
it be said that the indication is through what is expressed by the first sentence, 
then the objection urged before remains in force.—(1621) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the intention 
of the Opponent:— 
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TEXT (1622). 

Ip, THE IDEA OF WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE SENTENCE IS ADMITTED AS 
EMANATING FROM THE OTHER PERSON, OR AS BROUGHT ABOUT BY 

ANOTHER Means of Cognition,—then the cognition of whai 
is expressed by the later sentence may be regarded 
AS FOLLOWING FROM THAT.— (1622) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to avoid the incongruity urged above, it might be said that the 
dependence of what is expressed by the first sentence is also admitted,— 
as emanating from the other person (who has asserted that ‘ the fat Devadatta 
does not oat during the day ’ ) who is known to be reliable ;—or as brought 
about by another Moans of Cognition—Perception, etc.—^whereby it is known 
that the fat Devadatta does not eat during the day. 

The answer to this is—‘ Then the cognition^ etc. etc. ’—^That is, the cogni¬ 
tion of the fact itself (expressed by the second sentence) might follow from 
that fact (expressed by the first sentence)—i.e. from fatness along with not 
eating in the day ; and there need be no indication of the serUence in the mind. 
And in that case, the cognition would become included \mder Inference, 
and hence Presumption need not bo a separate means of Cognition.—(1622) 


The following Text shows how the said cognition becomes included under 
‘ Inference ’ :— 


TEXT (1623). 

What is cognised is the Man spoken of as related to exiting at 
night ;—on the ground of his being fat while going without food 
during the day ,—like another person . 

—(1623) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ I§tah ’—spoken of,—i.e. the Man as related to eating aX night. The 
Probans is—‘ because while going without food during the day, he is fat 
‘ like another person ’ is the Corroborative Instance. 

This is a Probans in the form of ‘ effect *.—(1623) 


Question :—“ How is the relation of Cause and Effect known in this 
case ? ’* 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1624). 

That there is fatness when there is eating is known with certainty 
THROUGH positive AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE ; AND HENCE 
the COGNITION OF ONE THING FOLLOWS FROM THE 
OTHER WHICH IS THUS RELATED TO IT.— (1624) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relation of Cause and Effect between Fatness and Eating —as between 
Fire and Smoke, —^is known with certainty ; whereby it is right that there 
should be cognition of one thing—i.e. the Eating —(which is the Cause) from 
another thing—i.e. the Fatness, which is related to the former as its effect. 
But it cannot be right that the cognition of one sentence should proceed 
from another sentence which is not so related to it; as if there were such 
cognition, then there would l3e incongruities.—(1624) 

The following Text shows what the incongruity would be :— 


TEXT (1625). 

How CAN A SENTENCE BE COGNISED, WHICH IS DEVOID OF ALL RELATION¬ 
SHIP ? Otherwise all things would be cognised through 
A single thing.— (1625) 

COMMENTARY. 

How can a sentence be cognised, which is devoid of relationship—such 
as that of sameness and origination ? Tt can never be cognised. Otherwise — 
if a sentence devoid of all relationship were cognised,—from any single thing 
—in the shape of the Jar for instance ,—all jars would become cognised. This 
however does not happen. Hence the cognition must be held to follow from 
a definite relationship (of concomitance).—(1625) 

The following text further elucidates the incongruities involved :— 


TEXT (1626). 

When there is no relationship—or when, even though existent, 
the relationship is not definitely known,—IF the other 
sentence were indicated, it would be unreliable 
(invalid).— (1626) 


COMMENTARY. 

The idea really is that there is a relationship between the two sentences.— 
But if, at any tune, there is no relationship between one sentence and another, 
or if existent, it is not definitely known, and hence is as good as non- 
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existent,—if, when the relationship is not definitely known, if the second 
sentence were indicated,—such indication would be invalid ; that is, it would 
be a baseless cognition ; and if baseless cognitions were admitted, then the 
incongruity of everything being indicated by everything would be inevitable. 
—(1626) 

The following Text anticipates an argument from the Opponent’s stand¬ 
point :— 

TEXT (1627). 

‘‘ There is no such royal edict as that ‘ that alone is valid which 

IS related How DOES validity attach to Perception, in 
WHICH there is no RELATIONSHIP ? ’’ —(1627) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Opponent says :—“ That validity can attach to only w’hat is related 
can, at best, be only a Royal Edict; there can be no reason for such an idea. 
For instance, if it were not a Royal Edict that ‘ validity can attach to only 
what is related —how could there be any validity in Perception, in which 
there is no Relationship ? This has to bo explained —(1627) 

'rile answer to the above is provided in the following— 

TEXTS (1628-1629). 

If something unrelated could be cognised,—then why should 
not there be cognition of other things also ? Because in 

the matter of being unrelated, no distinction among things 
CAN BE perceived. IN THE CASE OF PERCEPTION ALSO, 
validity rests upon Relationship only. The 
validity of a cognition consists in its being 
in conformity (with the real state of 
things), an d this conformity depends 
UPON the Perception owing its 
existence to the Thing per¬ 
ceived.— (1628-1629) 

COMMENTARY. 

If an unrelated tiling could be cognised, then there would be an incon¬ 
gruity,—because there could, in that case, be no distinction between one 
thing and another,—the absence of relationship being equally present in all 
things. You have not given any answ'er to this contention of oihs. 

As for the question—How^ is there validity in Perception, in wdiich there 
is no Relationship ?—it is irrelevant; because no one regards Perception to 
be valid, in the absence of a Relationship. In fact, even in Perception, 
validity rests upon Relationship only. 
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The reason for this is pointed out—‘ The validity of a cognition, etc, etc,^ — 
‘ Validity ’ consists in conformity, which is the capacity to get at the real 
thing ; and how could this conformity be unreservedly admitted in the case of 
Perception, if it did not derive its own existence from the thing perceived ? 
-(1628-1629) 

The following Text explains what would be wrong if it were otherwise :—• 

TEXT (1630). 

No SUCH ‘ CONFORMITY ’ WITH THE REAL STATE OF THINGS CONCERNED 

CAN BE CERTAIN, IN A COGNITION OF WHICH THE PARTICULAR 
OBJECT IS NOT THE BASIS, OR IN ONE WHICH HAS NO 
(objective) BASIS AT ALL. Or ELSE, THERE 
WOULD BE CONFORMITY WITH ALL 

(things).— (1630) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ ataddhetuh ’ is to be expounded as ‘ na4addhituh \; 
‘ taddhStuh* being expounded as that of 'which the particular object is the 
(objective) basis ; that is, tJiat which io hosed upon something else ;—in such a 
cognition,—and also in a cognition which has no objective basis,—^i.e. which 
is devoid of all objective background,—there can be no ‘ conformity with 
the real state of the thing concerned ’, in all cases. “What then ? ”—^There 
would be conformity with all things. So that the incongruity is present in 
this case also.—(1630) 

Or, what the affirmative sentence ‘Devadatta is fat and he eats not during 
the day ’ does is to bring about the inference of its own cause, in the shape 
of the speaker’s particular ‘ desire to speak —^this inference being based 
upon the Indicative in the shape of the effect of the said desire ; and then 
it brings about the idea of the contrary sentence ‘He eats at night*,— 
but by implication, not directly,—through the inference of the character of 
the Cause,—^just as in the case of smoke, there is implication of its being 
due to defect in the fuel. 

This view is what is expounded in the following— 

TEXT (1631). 

Or, it may be that what is inferred is the Speaker’s ‘ desire to 

SPEAK ’ relating TO THE SECOND STATEMENT ; BY THIS THERE 
IS COGNITION OF NEGATION FOLLOWING FROM THE 
AFFIRMATIVE ASSERTION.— (1631) 

COMMENTARY. 

* By this ’—i.e. by the Inference of the character of the cause,—^not 
directly ; because it is from the affirmative sentence that the said ‘ desire 
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to speak ’ is apprehended,—in which ‘ desire \ the negative sentence also 
figures. Otherwise, if the eating at night did not figure in the said ‘ desire 
to speak and mere denial of eating were meant, then the statement would 
have been in the form * Devadatta does not eat ’ and the terms ‘ fat ’ and 
‘ during the day ’ would not be there. 

‘ Vyatirekagatih ’—the cognition of the contrary sentence.—(1631) 

It has been asserted (under Text 1699) that—“ the presence, in the 
cow, which is likened to the Oavaya of the capacity to be apprehended by 
that cognition is cognised by Analogical Cognition ” 

This is refuted in the following— 

• 

TEXT (1632). 

The VALIDITY ov Analogical Cognition having been refuted in 

DETAIL, THE VALIDITY OF PRESUMPTION ARISING OUT OF IT 
BECOMES REFUTED AS A MATTER OF COURSE.—(1632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even gi’anting the validity of Analogical Cognition, the Presumption 
based upon that cognition caimot be regarded as being a distinct Moans or 
Form of Cognition, as it apprehends what is already apprehended; and also 
because there is no separate cognisable thing, in the shape of Potency, which 
could be cognised through it. 

This is what is explained in the following— 

TEXTS (1633-1634). 

The Cow has been held to be the objective basis of Analogical 
Cognition ; and it has been held that the objective basis 

BRINGS about ITS OWN COGNITION, BY ITS MERE PRESENCE. 

Under the circumstances, what would be the use 
OF THE ' Potency for the apprehension whereof 
Presumption based upon Analogical Cognition 
is required as a distinct Means of 
Cognition ?— (1633-1634) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the apprehension whereof ’—^i.e. for the cognition of Potency, 

The rest is easily understood.—(1633-1634) 

It has been argued (under Text 1600) that—“ Inasmuch as the Denotation 
of a word cannot be otherwise defined, we assume the expressive PoteAOj^ 
of Words, etc. etc.” ;—^where an example has been cited of a Presumption 
based upon another Presumption. 

The following Text points out that the argimient is ‘ Inconclusive *— 
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TEXT (1635). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF sarfieueSS, THERE IS 

NOTHING INCOMPATIBLE IN THE EXPRESSION OF THINGS BY 
WORDS ; JUST AS THERE IS EXPRESSION BY SUCH 
MEANS AS THE SHAKING OF THE HAND AND 
SO FORTH.— (1635) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no incompatibility in the expression of things by such non- 
eternal means as the .shaking of the hand, winking of the eye and so forth ; 
similarly, even in the absence of the sameness of the Word (at the time of 
Convention and at the time of Usage), there should be no incompatibility in 
the expression of tilings by the Word. So that the Instance that has been 
cited is Inconclusive. 

Sameness ’ here stands for eternality ; ‘ being different ’ constitutes 
evanescence ; hence ‘ being non-different or .same ’ constitutes eternality ,— 
(1636) 

Says the Opponent:—“It has been ix)inted out that if the Word were 
not eternal, then it could not cemtinue during all the time between the 
Convention and the Usage.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1636). 

What serves as the cause of the expressiveness of words is 
THE sameness OF THE CONCEPTION, LIKE shaking ; 

AND THERE IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY IN 
THIS.— (1636) 


COMMENTARY. 


Though the Specific Individualities being all momentary, there can be 
concomitance or continuity of them, yet there are some Specific 
Individualities which are so constituted that, either directly or indirectly, 
they become the cause of an illusory conception of sameness ; and hence 
becoming conceived as the same, they become expressive, through Conven¬ 
tion ;—‘ lAke Shaking ’—i.e. just as Shaking ‘ is expressive ’.—(1636) 

The Opponent urges the objection that “the instance of ‘shaking’ 
that has been cited is devoid of the Probandum ” i— 
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TEXT (1637). 

“ Those actions that are seen subsisting in perceptible things 

ARE ALL HELD TO BE ETERNAL, LIKE THE LETTERS IN THE 

Word,—on the ground of recognition.”— (1637) 
COMMENTARY. 

“We hold the letters to be eternal, on the ground of Recognition ; in 
the same way, the gestures made by the Hand also are eternal ; hence the 
* Shaking ’ (of the Hand) that has been cited is ‘ devoid of the Probandum ’,— 
[i.e. it is not non-eternal]; hence that does not falsify our Premiss — 
(1637) 

Question :—If this is so, and the Gestures of the Hand, etc. are eternal, 
how is it that these are not cognised always ? 

Answer (from the Opponent):— 

TEXT (1638). 

“ That these are not apprehended always is due to the absence 
OF the Indicator. What would be the ‘ producer ’ under 
YOUR theory I» regarded BY US AS THE 
‘ Indicator — (1638) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ These ’—i.e. the Gestures,—‘ are not apprehended always ’ ;—^just as, 
under your theory, the Gestures are not perceived always, because of the 
absence of the producer, —so, under our view also, it is because of the absence 
of the indicator ; so that the same explanation is available for both of us.’— 
This is what the Opponent means.—(1638) 

The above argument is answered as follows :— 

TEXTS (1639-1640). 

It cannot be so ; so long as the capacity is not obstructed, its 
cognition SHOULD BE THERE ALWAYS ; IN THE ABSENCE OF THE 
SAID CAPACITY, IT SHOULD NEVER BE THERE AT ALL. 

Thus no ‘ indicators ’ are possible for the 

GESTURES. As REGARDS ‘ RECOGNITION ’ 

INDICATING eternality, that has 
BEEN ALREADY REJECTED. 

-(1639-1640) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are only two alternatives possible regarding the capacity of the 
Gestures which are held to be ‘ indicated ’ by certain indicators :—By their 
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nature (o) they have the capacity of bringing about cognitions—or (b) they 
do not have this capacity. 

If they have the said capacity, then the Cognition producible by these 
should be there always—at all times; because their nature, being eternal, 
could not be obstructed by anything; because a thing to which (on accoimt 
of its Etemality) no peculiarities can be added, can never, for that reason, 
be obstructed. 

If, on the other hand, they do not have the capacity, then, in the absence 
of the capacity, the cognition producible by them could never be there. 
So where would be the use of the Indicator ? 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the Gestures, which are held to 
be eternal, to have any ‘ indicators *. If they are non-eternal, however, it is 
possible for a new character to be produced by the Indicators, and hence 
in this case, the presence of Indicatives would be logical. 

It has been asserted that—“ They are held to be eternal, like Letters, 
on the groimd of Recognition —^The answer to that is—‘ Aa regards 
Recognition, etc. etc .';—for the proving of etemality (the Probandum). Recogni¬ 
tion has been put forward as the Probana ; and this Recognition has been 
already rejected under the examination of the Permanence of Things (Chapter 
Vm).—(1639-1640) 

It has been argued (under Text 1602 et seq.) that—“The absence of 
dhaitra having been cognised through Negation, etc. etc.*’. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1341-1343). 

It cannot be right to deduce the fact of Chaitra being outside 

THE house from THE FACT OF HIS ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE, BECAUSE, 
THERE BEING A CHANCE OF HIS HAVING DIED, THE LATTER FACT IS 
CAPABLE OF ANOTHER EXPLANATION ALSO.—If IT IS THE ABSENCE 
OF THE living man in the house that is meant to BE THE BASIS OF 
THE Presumption bringing about the idea of his being outside, 
—this also cannot be right ; AS the element of certainty 
would be lacking. When a man with ordinary powers of 
VISION does not see Chaitra in the house, he can have no 
certain Cognition regarding his being alive .—(1641-1643) 

COMMENTARY. 


Another explaruUion *;—^it is possible for Chaitra to be absent in the 
House, without being outside. 
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This shows the ‘ Inconcliasive ’ character of the Reason put forward. 

It might be argued that—“what is put forward as the basis of this 
particular instance of Presumption is the absence of the living Devadatta in 
the House,—^not mere absence.” 

This cannot be right.—“ Why ? ”—^Because the fact of Devadatta being 
alive would still be doubtful. So that the Probans would be open to the 
defect of being ‘ Doubtful—whence—^Inadmissible *. 

The ground of uncertainty is stated—‘ When a man, etc, etc.* ;—^as there 
are no Means of Ascertaining the fact of Ghaitra being alive, the ordinary 
man with ordinary powers of vision would always be uncertain about it.— 
(1641-1643) 


The following might be urged—“ Even though the man with ordinary 
powers of vision could not have any means of perceiving the fact of Ghaitra 
being alive, yet Inference and the other means of cognition would be always 
available for him ”.—^This is what is urged in the following— 


TEXT (1644). 

“ The certainty regarding his being alive being obtained through 

THE Word OR OTHER MeANS OF COGNITION,-CERTAINTY 

REGARDING HIS ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE BEING OBTAINED 

THROUGH Negation, —due validity would belong 
TO THE Presumption based upon the 
Negation . ’ ’—( 1644) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Through the Word ’—i.e. wdien a word uttered by liim is heard, or when 
an ascetic engaged in austerities behind the wall says that ‘ Ghaitra is alive *. 

‘ Through Negation ’—as a Means of Cognition,—^in the shape of the 
absence of Perception and the other Means of Cognition,—^the certainty of 
Chaitra’s absence in the house being obtained,—^it becomes known that the 
absence in the house is of the living Chaitra ;—^then due validity would 
belong to this Presumption as based upon Negation.—(1644) 


The answer to all this is as follows ;• 

5 
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TEXTS (1646-1647). 

Evbn then, the absence in the House is cognised from the fact 

OF HIS NOT BEING SEEN THROUGH THE EyBS J—WHICH SHOWS THAT 
THE SAID ABSENCE IN THE HoUSE IS COGNISED THROUGH AN 

Inferential Indicative.—One who is not in the house 
IS always outside of it, —^as is found in the case of 

THE MAN STANDING IN THE COURTYARD SEEN BY 
MEN AT THE GATE ; THE Man inside the house 
PROVIDES THE TERM WHERE THE PrO- 
BANDUM IS KNOWN TO BE ABSENT.— 

From all this it follows that 
THIS Presumption does not 
DIFFER FROM Inference. 

-(1645-1647) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference. 

For instance, Chaitra is the Subject, the Minor Term ;—^his being outside, 
is the Probandiun ;—‘ Being alive and yet not being in the house * is the 
Probans, of the nature of an ‘ effect *;—‘ the man standing in the court¬ 
yard ^ is the Corroborative Instance per similarity ;—‘ the man in the house ’ 
is the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity.— 

‘ Sadana ’ is House. 

The Invariable Concomitance (the Major Premiss) is indicated by the 
two Instances. 

The Probans cannot be said to be ‘ inadmissible Because absence in 
the Home has been cognised by ‘ the non-perception of what should have 
been perceived, if there ’ ; as for the man being alive, this is said to be as¬ 
certained in accordance with the doctrines of the other party. In reality, 
the Probans is doubtful, as there is no Moans for obtaining a certain cognition 
of his being alive, 

“ But it has been said that there are such means as the Word, etc.” 

In that ease, if his being alive has been duly ascertained by means of 
Word, etc., then that is enough to prove his existence outside ;—^what then is 
there left to be done by Presumption ? 

Thus, it is on the basis of the doctrines of the Opponent that we regard 
the Probans put forward by us as ‘ admissible ’, and through the Probans 
it has been proved tliat Presumption is included imder Inference.—(1646- 
1647) 


End of Presumption, 
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Section (D). 

On * Negation'. 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to ‘ Negation *— Ahhdva —^the Author sets forth the following 
views :— 

TEXT (1648). 

‘‘ In the case of an object where the five Means of Cognition 

DO NOT FUNCTION FOR THE COMPREHENSION OF THE EXISTENCE OF 

THAT OBJECT,—NEGATION IS THE ONLY MeANS OF COGNITION.” 

KumIrila : Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 1].—(1648) 
COMMENTARY. 

According to Mimdmsakaa, entities are of two kinds—^Positive and 
Negative,—the former being characterised by existence and the latter by 
non-existence ;—and they hold that every object has two aspects—^the existent 
and the non-existent ; thus it being acknowledged that the Object has these two 
aspects,—^the existent and the non-existent^ —^in the case of an object —^i.e. 
the non-existent aspect of the object,— the five Means of Cognition^ ending 
with ‘ Presumption *, do not function, —^for what ?— for the comprehension of 
the existence of that object, —^i.e. for apprehending the existent aspect of the 
object,—in the case of such cognisable object, in the shape of its non-existent 
aspect,—‘ Negation * is the only Means of Cognition. 

This shows only the object cognisable by this Means of Cognition, not the 
form of the Cognition itself.—(1648) 

Question :—^What then is the form of this Cognition ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1649). 

“ What is regarded to be ‘ Negation, a means of Cognition *, is 

THE NON-FUNCTIONING OF PERCEPTION AND THE OTHER MeANS OF 

Cognition ; this may consist either in ‘ the non-modifi- 

CATION OF THE SoUL ’, OR IN THE COGNITION OP ANOTHER 

object.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 11].—(1649) 
COMMENTARY. 

What is regarded to be ‘ Negation, a Means of Cognition * is the non¬ 
functioning of Perception and the other Means of Cognition. 
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The term ‘ pramdi^hdva ’ may be taken either as the Genitive— 
Tatpuru§a Compoimd, or as the Kannadharaya* 

In some places the reading is ' pramdne-ahhavah \ in which the meaning 
of the Ijocative ending would be ‘ among Pramanas —^the singular number 
in ‘ pramdne * being due to all Pramanas being referred to as a class• 

Thus has Shahara-svdmin declared (under Su. 1. 1. 6)—‘Negation 
consists in tlie absence of the Means of Cognition and it gives rise to the 
notion of a certain luiseen object not existing *. 

Question —“ What is this non-functioning (of the Means of Cognition) ? ” 
Answer :—‘ This may consist^ etc. etc.' — This — i.e. the non-functioning 
of Perception and the rest,—^may be said to consist in the Soul in a state 
of rest, not becoming modified into the form of the cognition of the Jar 
or any such tiling which may lie meant to be denied ;—or it may consist 
in the cognition of the spot on the ground as devoid of the said Jar, etc. 
■—(1649) 

Objection: —It is the absence of things tliat is called ‘ Abhdva 
‘ Negation *; how then can it be an entity ? Certainly the absence cannot 
be an entity. 

Anticipating tliis objection, the Mlmdmsaka proceeds to prove that 
Negation is an entity :— 


TEXT (1650). 

“The NEGATION (absence) Oi? THINGS IS APPREHENDED WHEN THERE 

IS NO APPREHENSION OP THE THINGS THEMSELVES ; AND IT IS 
DIVIDED UNDER FOUR HEADS—‘ THE PREVIOUS 

Negation ' and the rest.“— (1650) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ Negation of the Means of Cognition ’ were not an entity, then, 
as a non-entity, it would have no capacity at all; so that there could be 
no cogmtioii or idea of it;—^nor would there lie any division of Negation into 
the four kinds of ‘ Previous Negation ’ and so forth. And yet this is not so. 

Hence inasmuch as the Idea of Negation cannot be otherwise explained,_ 

and as the well-known fourfold division also of it cannot be otherwise 
accounted for,—^Negation must be regarded as an entity. 

Some people hold that these two ‘ Presumptions ’ afford the proof for 
Negation being an entity. 

Others however explain that the sentence (in the Text) to the effect 
^ It is divided under four heads ' embodies an Inference ; and they formulate 
it as follows Negation is an entity,-—because it is divided,—like the Jar 
and other things.—(1650) 

The following Texts proceed to show how ‘it is divided under four 
heads’:— 
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TEXTS (1651-1654). 

“ (1) ‘ That the Curd is not in the Milk * is a case of ‘ Previous 
Negation ’;— (2) ‘ That the Milk is not in the Curd ’ is a 
case of ‘ Destruction ’;— (3) ‘ The non-existence of the 
Horse in the Cow ’ is a case of ‘ Mutual Negation ’ — 
[Shlokavdrtika —^Negation, 2-3]. —^In this last case, the Cow 
does not have the form of the other, and hence this negative 
character belongs to it by itself.*— (4) The flat portion 
OF the Hare’s head, being devoid of hardness and height, 
AND hence there BEING NO HORNS IN THE HaRE,—THIS IS A CASE 
OF Absolute Negation [Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 4], —If there 
WERE no such entity AS ‘ NEGATION ’ CLASSED UNDER THESE 
SEVERAL HEADS OF ‘ PREVIOUS NEGATION ’ AND THE BEST,—THEN 
THERE COULD BE NO USAGE BASED UPON THE DIFFERENTIATION OF 
CAT'SES AND EFFECTS ”. — [Shlokavdrtika — ^Negation, 7]. — (1651- 
1654) 

COMMENTARY. 

When in reforonce to tho cause—such as Olay or Milk,—people have the 
idea of the effect—tho Jar or the Curd— not being there, —^this is called 
‘ Previous Negation If this ‘ Previous Negation ’ were not an entity, the 
product, Curd, would always be there in the Milk. 

In the same way, when in reference to the Curd, there is tho idea of the 
Milk being no longer there, —it is called ‘ Destruction If this Negation were 
not an entity then the Milk would still be there in the Curd. 

In reference to tho Cow, there is the idea of its not being the Horae ; 
this is called ‘ Mutual Negation ’. Because the Cow does not have the form 
of the other,—tho Horse—^therefore tins is called ‘ Mutual Negation If 
this Mutual Negation wore not an entity, then the Horse would be there in 
the Cow. 

When tho flat parts of the Hare’s head are found to be devoid of growth 
and hardness,—^and entirely non-existent in the form of Horns,—it is called 
‘ Absolute Negation ’.—Even though here also, in so far as the nature 
of the things is concerned, wo have a case of ‘ Mutual Negation ’. [The flat 
Head not being the Horn], yet, it lias been cited as an example of ‘ Absolute 
Negation in accordance with the popular notion of it. In common parlance 
whenever ‘ JMutual Negation ’ is spoken of, tho two tilings are mentioned in 
the co-ordinated form—‘ This is a Cow, not a horae ’ ; in the case of the 
negation of the Hare’s Horn, however, they do not say—‘ This is the Hare, 
not the Horn ’. If ‘ absolute Negation ’ wore not an entity, then the Hare’s 
Horn would be there. As says Kumdrila [in Shlokavdrtika —^Negation, 
2-4]—‘ If Negation were not a Means of valid Cognition, then there would 
be Curd in the Milk,—^Milk in the Curd,—^the Cloth in the Jar,—^the Horn 


♦ This sentence is not a quotation from the Shlokavdrtika, 
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in the Hare,—^sentience in the Earth and other substances,—Corporeality 
in the Soul,—Odour in Water,—^Taste in Fire,—and both Odour* and Taste 
along with Colour, in Air,—^Touch and the other qualities* in Ak&aha. — 
Here ‘ sentience ’ stands for the aoid ; ‘ Corporeality * for solidity ;—‘ those 
two ’—Odour and Taste—along with Coloiu*, would be there in Air ;—^and 
Colour, Taste and Odour, along with Touch would be there in Akdsha. 

Further, there could be no differentiation into Causes and Effects in 
the transactions of the ordinary world,—^if Negation did not exist in its 
various forms of ‘ Previous Negation * and the rest. For instance, one 
who wants Curd, obtains Milk,—^but one who wants Milk does not seek to 
obtain Curd ; similarly one who wants the Cow does not secure the Horse ; 
nor does the man who wants the Horse secure the Cow. It is in this 
way that business is carried on in the world.—(1661—1654) 

The following might be urged—‘ Even if there is this fourfold division, 
how does that make Negation an entity ? ’ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1655). 

“ These several kinds (of Negation) coitld not appertain to a 
Non-entity ; hence Negation must be regarded as an Entity ; 

FOR instance, the ‘ NEGATION * OF THE Effect CONSISTS 
IN THE ‘ PRESENCE ’ OF THE Cuuse” — [SMokavdrtika — 
Negation, 8]. — (1655) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no division of a Non-entity ; as division always rests in 
entities.—Hence Negation must be an entity, 

“ What sort of an entity can it be ? ” 

Anatuer :—‘ The Negation of the Effect, etc, etc,'^ —^Tho Presence of the 
Cause—^Milk, for instance—^is what constitutes the Negation of the Effect— 
Curd; and the Presence of the Effect—Curd—^is what constitutes the Negation 
of the Cause—^Milk. It is in this way that Negation is an entity, —(1655) 

The following Text seeks to prove, by means of Inference, that Negation 
is an entity ;— 

TEXT (1656). 

‘‘ Ob again, Negation may be regarded as an entity ,—like the 

Cow, ETC., — BECAUSE IT IS APPREHENDED BY EXCLUSIVE AND INCLU¬ 
SIVE NOTIONS,—AND ALSO BECAUSE IT IS coguiaoble ,''— 

[Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 9]. — (1656) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Negation is an entity —this the statement of the Proposition; in 
support of this there are two Reasons: (1) ^because it ia apprehended by 
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^cluaive and inclusive notions and (2) ‘ because U is cognisable ’ ; — ‘ like 
the Cow, etc. ’ is the Corroborative Instance. 

Of these, the * inclusive Notion ’ is the idea, in regard to all the four 
kinds of Negation, that ‘ it is Negation ’;—^the ‘ exclusive notion ’ is in the 
form of the differentiating idea as ‘ Previous Negation is not Destruction \ 
—(1666) 

Kum&rila has described three kinds of Negation :—(1) the ‘ Non- 
modification of the Soul * ;—(2) ‘ the Cognition of some other particular 
object ’,—^as declared under Text 1649 (which is a quotation from the 
Shlokavdrtika —Negation, 11),—and (3) ‘mere cessation (non-functioning) 
of all Means of Cognition ’, as described by him in this passage—‘ That 
Cognition is regarded (by the Buddhist) as Inference which is brought about 
by the three-featured Probans ; but that Means of Cognition which consists 
in not being brought about (i.o. Negation) cannot stand in need of a Came ’— 
(Shlokavdrtika —^Negation, 44). 

In regard to this third kind of Negation, the following Text anticipates 
and answers an objection ;— 


TEXT (1657). 

“ If it be asked—‘ How can Negation be a Means (or Form) of 
Cognition ? ’—our answer is—what sort of Object is it 
THAT IS cognised by it ? Just as the cognisable object is 
negative, so should the Means (or Form) of Cognition 
ALSO BE understood TO BE.’’— [Shlokavdrtika — 

Negation, 45], — (1657) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following point may be raised—^How can ‘ Negation ’, which 
consists in non-appearance of Perception, be a Means of Cognition ? 

The answer to this is— What sort of Object is it that is cognised by it ? 

The rejoinder may be—‘‘ What is cognised is negative in character.” 

In that case (o\u* answer would be that), the Means of Cognition also 
should be understood to be of the same nature as the Object cognised ; why 
then should it be asked—^how Negation can be a Means of Cognition ?— 
Certainly it cannot be denied that the Means can be of the same nature as 
the Object.—(U51) 

Question :—Negation may be a Means of Cognition ; but why should it 
be different from Perception and the rest ? 

Ansiver :— 
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TEXTS (1658-1659). 

** The Ttegaiion of the Means of Cognition must be different from 
Perception and the rest,—^because it is spoken of by the 
NAME ' Negation —like the negation of cognisable things ,— 

Ob the negation (of things) must be cognised 
through a Means which is of the same nature as 
itself,—because it is something cognisable,— 
just like the Positive entity. For 
these reasons, this Means of Cogni¬ 
tion must be of a nature differ¬ 
ent FROM the positive .— 

[Shlokavdrtika —eg ation , 

54-55].—(1658-1659) 


COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Negation of Perception and the other Means of Cognition ’ must 
be regarded as a Means of Cognition different from Perception and the rest,— 
because it is spoken of by the iiaine ‘ Negation —just like the negation of 
cognisable things. 

Or, the cognisable object named ‘ Negation ’ may be the subject (Minor 
Term),—the Probandum regarding it being that ‘ it is cognisable through 
a Means of Cognition of the same nature as itself ’;—‘ because it is a cognisable 
object ’ is the Probans ;—^t-he cognisable object called ‘ positive * is the 
Corroborative Instance. From this it follows that the Means of Cognition 
which is of the same nature as the cognisable ‘ negation ’ must be distinct 
from Perception and the rest wiiich are positive in character.—(1658-1659) 

The above arguments (of Kumarila^ in support of ‘ Negation ’ as a distinct 
Means of Cognition) are answered in the following— 


TEXT (1660). 

As REGARDS THESE ARGUMENTS—THE ‘ MODIFICATION ’ OF THE ETERNAL 

ENTITY (Soul) has been rejected already ; the existence 
OF the contrary of such a ‘ MODIFICATION ’ CAN¬ 
NOT BE OCCASIONAL.— (1660) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows the ‘impossibility* of the first definition of Negation as 
* the non-modification of the Soul * (see Text 1649). What is meant is as 
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follows :—By the process of Preclusion, * non-modification ’ is something 
‘ contrary to modification ’; it is this, as appearing at certain times, that is 
meant to be the characteristic feature of ‘ Negation If it were not this 
occasional ‘ non-modification ’ that is meant by the process of Preclusion, 
then the tiling defined would be there at all times.—Such ‘ non-modification ’ 
is not possible in the case of the Soul; as the possibility of any modification 
of an eternal entity has been already rejected. Under the circumstances, 
how could there be any basis for what is* only the contrary of that 
Modification by the process of Preclusion ? 

The ‘ sativa ’, * entity *, meant here is the 8onl, wliich is qualified by 
the adjective ‘ nitya \ ‘ eternal ’.—Or, the compound ‘ nityasattva ’ may be 
expounded as ‘ that of which, the sattva, existence, is nitya eternal ’; that is, 
eternaL 

‘ The existence of the contrary of such modification ’ ;—‘ the contrary of 
modification * is non-modification ;—^this cannot be occasional ; it must be 
eternal; as being always of one and the same form, the Soul is one only.— 
( 1660 ) 


The following might bo urged—“ Non-modification is not of the nature of 
‘ some tiling contrary to modification *, it is only of the nature of the ‘ absence 
of modification ’ ; so tliat the definition cannot bo impossible 
The answer to tliis is as follows :— 


TEXT (1661). 

If what is meant by ‘ non-modification ’ is only the absence of 
modification ,— then, as the entity concerned is eternal, 

THIS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO BE THERE AT ALL 
TIMES, AS IT NEVER CEASES.— (1661) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Tatpratik^epamatrdtmd ’—‘ Tat ’ is modification \ —‘ Pratik§epa ’ is denial, 
absence ;—‘ mdtra * is only ;—that wliich has this absence of modification 
for its essence. 

‘ This *—^i.e. the ‘ non-modification * in the form of ‘ absence of modifica¬ 
tions *—should bo always of one and the same form ; as there can be no 
modification of the Soul.—(1661) 

In the following Texts, the possibility of * non-modification ’ is taken for 
granted, and then it is shown that the definition is too wide :— 
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TEXTS (1662-1664). 

Or, there may be ‘ non-modification ’ op the Soul. Even so, 

THE definition IS WRONG. BECAUSE IN THE STATE OP SLEEP, 
SWOON AND THE LIKE, EVEN THOUGH THIS (NON-MODIPICATION OP 
soul) IS THERE, THE OBJECTS (OP COGNITION) ARE THERE.—IP 
THEN, THE ‘ NON-MODIFICATION OF THE SoUL ’ BE HELD TO BE IN 
REFERENCE TO THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS, ON THE GROUND THAT 
WHEN THERE ARE OTHER COGNITIONS, THE PLACE CONCERNED IS 
SEEN TO BE DEVOID OF THOSE THINGS,—THEN, EVEN BY THIS EXPLANA¬ 
TION, WHAT MORE HAS BEEN SAID IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS SAID IN 
THE SECOND DEFINITION (OF NEGATION) THAT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED, 
—IN VIEW WHEREOF THE TWO DEFINITIONS HAVE BEEN PUT FORWARD 
AS ALTERNATIVES ?— (1662-1664) 


COMMENTABY. 

‘ Wrong ’—Too wide. 

‘ Swoon and the like ’.—‘ And the like ’ is meant to include those condi¬ 
tions where there is interception, or the thing is behind one’s back. 

‘ Even though this is there ’—^i.e. even though the Soul is there, no*t- 
modihed into the form of the Cognition of the Jar and other things. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ Even though cognition other than those 
based on real objects are there, this is cognition of the place as devoid of the 
Jar and such real substances,—and it is this that is meant by * non-modifica¬ 
tion *; as the Soul (under the states) is not modified into the form of the 
cognition of the Jar, etc. [and thus this precludes the cases of sleep, swoon 
and the like].—‘ Tasya ’ stands for the Sovl ,—* Asau ’ stands for non-inodlfif 
<aXion ”. 

If this is what is meant (by the first definition), then there w'ould be 
nothing said (in the first definition) which differentiated this definition from 
the second definition (put forward in Text 1649) to the effect that ‘ Negation 
is the cognition of some other object ’ ; so that the putting forward of t wo 
alternative views would bo useless.—(1662-1664) 

The following Text points out the defect in the second definition of 
Negation (put forward under Text 1649):— 

TEXT (1665). 

If THE SECOND KIND OF ‘ NEGATION ’ WERE ADMITTED, THEN, WHEN THE 

‘ COGNITION OF SOME OTHER THING ’ WOULD COME ABOUT, THERE 
WOULD BE ‘ NEGATION ’ OF EVERYTHING ELSE,—EVEN THAT 
WHICH IS NOT PERCEPTIBLE.— (1665) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Even that^ etc. etc. ’—^i.e. things removed in time, place and nature. 

‘ Second kind of Negation ’—i.e. that in the form of ‘ the cognition of 
something else —(1665) 
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TEXT (1666). 

What is cognised through the said cognition of some other thing, 
IN the shape op the place devoid of the thing in question, 

IS THE NON-EXISTENCE OF ONLY THAT WHICH IS AS CAPABLE OF 
BEING COGNISED AS THE OTHER THING COGNISED,—WHEN 
OTHER CAUSES ARE PRESENT ”,—IF THIS IS WHAT 
IS MEANT [then THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 
FOLLOWING Tejxt], —(1666) 

COMMENTARY. 

. The following might be urged—“What we mean to prove is not the 
non-existence of all that is not perceived ; it is the non-existence of only that 
which is as capable of being cognised as the place devoid of the Jar and other 
thinga^ —^i.e. that only which w'ould bo perceptible if it were there. 

‘ Through the cognition of some other thing \ —i.e. on the cognition of the 
place devoid of the Jar and other thinga^ —(1666) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1667-1670). 

[Under the circumstances] the ‘ non-existence ' should be said 

TO BE OP ONLY THAT PERCEPTION WHICH ENVISAGES THE PER¬ 
CEPTIBLE OBJECT,—NOT OF OTHERS ; AS THAT WOULD BE FALSE.— 

How TOO IS IT KNOWN THAT the cognition of the other thing has come 
ABOUT, WHEN COGNITIONS THEMSELVES ARE NOT PERCEPTIBLE i 
If it is KNOWN THROUGH PRESUMPTION, THAT TOO IS OF THE NATURE 
OF Cognition,—how then is it itself cognised ? If another 
Presumption is suggested, then there is an infinite regress.— 
If the ‘ NEGATION OF COGNITION ’ IS AN ENTITY, THE ‘ NEGATION 
OF THE COGNISED OBJECT ’ ALSO SHOULD BE THE SAME. UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES WHY DO YOU NOT INCLUDE ‘NEGATION’ UNDER 

‘ Perception ’ itself t — (1667-1670) ^ 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shakyadarahana ’ is that thing the Perception of which is possible, i.e. 
what is perceptible, ‘ Ahhd ’ is form, figure ;—whence what is meant is that 
Perception which envisages the perceptible thing. 

‘ Not of othera ’—i.e. of Inference and the rest; because what is cognised 
tlirough these is imperceptible ; and the absence of these is not followed by 
the absence or negation of things removed in time, place and nature ; so that 
the absence or negation of these would be false (if brought forward as bringing 
about the Negation of these things). Hence there would be no sense in 



816 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XIX. 


adding the term ‘ and the rest * in the phrase ‘ negation of Perception and 
ihA rest \ 

Further, if * the cognition of a thing other than that ’ were definite and 
certain,—^then it must be admitted that it proves the absence of the counter¬ 
entity. Otherwise, if the Negation were proved as merely existing, then 
it would mean that the negation in question has become cognised by all 
men, through the said ‘ cognition of the other thing * appearing in any one 
person only. In that case, how could the Mlmdrnsaka, who regards Cogni¬ 
tion as imperceptible, become cognisant of that ‘ Cognition of another 
thing * ?—^He would never be able to cognise it. 

* If throiLgh Presumption ’;—‘ if it is cognised ’—this has to be construed 
here, from the Context;—^as has been asserted in the statement—‘ As there 
can be no idea of the object that is not cognised, the cognition of the thing 
is inferred from the inferential indicative in the shape of the Idea of the 
thing ’;—^here the term ‘ inferential indicative ’ stands for Presumption ;— 
and ‘ cognition of the thhig ’ means that cognition which can be explained 
otherwise tlian on the basis of the said Presumption ;—‘ inferred ’ stands for 
definitely cognised. 

In that case, as this Presumption also would be a Cognition,—it has 
to be explained how it is itself cognised. 

If the answer be that “ it is cognised through another Presumption ”,— 
then, there would be an infinite regress. 

Then again, if the idea of Negation being an entity is admitted, then, 
just as the ‘ negation of the Cleans of Cognition ’ is an entity, the ‘ nega¬ 
tion of the object cognised ’ also should be an entity; and in that case, 
being an entity, why cannot Negation be regarded as cognised through 
Perception itself ? In that case there would be no need for postulating a 
distinct Means of Cognition for the Cognition of Negation.—(16()7--1670) 

The following Text supi^rts the same idea of Negation being included 
imder Percoj3tion :— 


TEXT (1671). 

The ‘ Negation of the effect ’ consists in the presence of the 
Cause ; and this latter is of a nature distinct from the 
other, and is apprehended bv Perception 
ITSELF,— (1671) 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been declared (by Kumar da himself, see Text 1656 above) that 
‘ The Negation of the effect consists in the presence of the Cause ’ ; and this 
‘ presence of the Cause ’ is of a nature—character—distinct from the Effect; 
and it is apprehended by Perception itself; so that what other aspect of 
‘ Negation ’ is left to be cognised, for the sake of which Negation would be 
a distinct Means of Cognition ? 
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This argument may be formulated as follows ;—^When one Means of 
Oognition has no cognisable object other than that of another Means of 
Cognition, then it cannot be a distinct Means of Cognition; —e.g. a seventh 
Means of Cognition,—‘ Negation ’ has no cognisable object apart from what 
is cognised by Perception; hence the assumption of such a distinct Means 
of Cognition would be failing in the fulfilment of the wider condition.—(1671) 

The Opponent urges the ‘ inadmissibility * of the Reason adduced in this 
argument— 


TEXTS (1672-1673). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE CASE OF EVERYTHING WHICH IS ALWAYS 
existent in its own form, and non-existent in the form of other 

THINGS,—IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN ASPECT THAT IS COGNISED 
through CERTAIN MkANS AT CERTAIN TIMES ; AND IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THE existent (positive) ASPECT IS TO BE 
COGNISED THAT PERCEPTION AND THE REST COME 
IN; AND WHEN THE non-existent (negative) 

ASPECT IS TO BE APPREHENDED, THE 
OPERATION OF THE ‘ NON-APPEAR¬ 
ANCE OF Perception and the 
rest' (i.e. ‘Negation') 

COMES IN."— 

(1672-1673) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ There would have been no object left to be cognised by Negation if 
objects had only one aspect; as a matter of fact, however, objects have two 
aspects—^thoy are existent (positive) in their own form, and non-existent 
(negative) in the form of other things ; there thus being two aspects of every 
object, there is only a certain aspect of it that is cognised through a certain 
Means,—^all aspects are not cognised by all Means of CJognition. 

“ This same idea is further explained—* It is only when the Positive aspect, 
etc* etc* *—When the Positive aspect of the Object is apprehended, then 
there is the operation of the five Means of Cognition, Perception and the 
rest,—^and not of Negation; when however it is the Negative aspect that is 
meant to be apprehended, then there is operation of the ‘ non-appearance of 
Perception, etc.*,—^i.e. of ‘Negation’.”—(1672-1673) 

Our Reason would have been ‘ inadmissible ’ if one and the same thing 
had both (positive and negative) characters ; as a matter of fact however 
the presence of two characters in the same object is incongruous.—^This is 
what is shown in the following— 
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TEXT (1674). 

It is the foTM (aspect) of the Thing itsdf that is held to be dif¬ 
ferentiated *; IT IS IN that same form that it exists, and 
IT IS in this form that it is perceived.— (1674) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the thing is ‘ differentiated * from another thing, it is not in any 
other form ; in fact it is differentiated in its ovm form; hence it is the form 
of the thing itself which is apprehended as differentiated from the other thing ; 
as it remains in its own form. That form in which it is differentiated,—in 
that form, the Thing is always existent^ never non-existent. This thing is 
perceived in the form in which it is differentiated from other things ; so that 
there is no apprehension of any second form or aspect of that thing.—(1674) 

It has thus been shown that the postulating of the two forms (aspects) 
of things is incompatible with Perception; the following Texts show that it 
is incompatible with Inference :— 


TEXTS (1675-1677). 

What is capable of effective action is said to be ‘ existent — 

OTHER THAN THAT IS SAID TO BE ‘ NON-EXISTENT ’ ; THE TWO CAN¬ 
NOT EXIST TOGETHER IN THE SAME SUBSTRATUM, AS THEY ARE CON¬ 
TRADICTORY.—But the same thing may be capable of that 
EFFECTIVE ACTION WHICH IT CAN ITSELF ACCOMPLISH, BUT INCAPABLE 
OF ANOTHER (EFFECTIVE ACTION) —It IS FOR THIS REASON THAT 
THE DUAL CHARACTER CAN NEVER SUBSIST IN ANY SINGLE THING. If 
IT IS SOMETHING ELSE THAT IS REGARDED AS ‘ INCAPABLE ’ OF THE 
OTHER ACTION,—THEN THERE ARE TWO THINGS ; AND THE DUAL 
CHARACTER DOES NOT BELONG TO ONE AND THE SAME THING.— 

(1675-1677) 

COMMENTARY. 

(A) That which is capable of effective action is ‘existent’,—^for 
example that aspect of the thing wliich is regarded as ‘ existent ’ ;—^and 
what is held to be ‘ non-existent ’ is not capable of effective action ;-^hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

(B) Things that are mutually contradictory can never coexist in the same 
thing,—e.g. Light and Shade, or Heat and Cold,—the existent and non¬ 
existent aspects are mutually contradictory;—so the idea that they coexist 
is contrsuy to a universal proposition. 

The Opponent urges the objection that the Reason adduced is ‘ inad* 
missible ’—“ The same thing, etc. etc. —^That is to say, one and the same 
thing is capable of the effective action which can be accomplished by itself, 
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and also incapable of that effective action which can be accomplished by 
others ; hence the Probans based upon the capability far effective a>ctian can¬ 
not be admissible; because the thing is not admitted as capable of efficient' 
actiant in regard to such action as can be accomplished by others. Nor 
is there any contradiction between * existence’ and ‘non-existence*, as the 
two are in reference to distinct aspects of the thing; for instance, the 
thing is called ‘ existent ’ in reference to such effective action as can be accom¬ 
plished by itself, and that same thing—^not another—is called ‘non-existent ’, in 
reference to such action as can be accomplished by others ; there would have 
been ‘ contradiction ’ if it had been called ‘ non-existent ’ also in reference 
to the action accomplished by itself.” 

The answer to this is as follows—‘ As a matter of fact, etc, etc,* ;—^That 
same thing which is ‘ capable ’ of the action that can be accomplished by 
itself, is ‘incapable * of that which can be accomplished by others ;—and it is 
not any other thing. Things do not differ through difference in their rela¬ 
tives or through difference in words ;—^because the thing is impartite. 

‘ Tat * stands for ‘ taemdt ‘ for these reasons ’.— For these reasons, the 
dual character can never belong to the same thing. 

If it be held that—“ the aspect that is incapable of such action as can 
be accomplished by others is different from that which is capable of effective 
action This is what is introduced by the words If it is something else, 
etc, etc,*. 

The answer to this is that there are two things', —that which is 
capable of effective action is one thing, and that which‘is incapable is the 
second thing; so that in saying what you have said, you have asserted the 
existence of two things, and not the dual aspect of on© and the same thing.— 
(1675-1677) 

The following text points out defects-in the tliird definition of ‘ Negation ’ 
put forward—that it consists merely in the absence of Means of Cognition, 


TEXT (1678). 

The idea of ‘ Negation ’ being an entity having been previously 
ACCEPTED, WHY IS IT DESCRIBED TO BE featureless ?—(1678) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Previously accepted ’—^in the assertion that ‘ Negation consists in the 
non-modification of the Soul or in the cognition of something else’ 
(Text 1649). 

‘ Featmdess *, —^It has been asserted (by Kumdrila, see under Text 1657) 
that—‘‘ Just as the cognisable Object is negative, so should the Means of 
cognition also be imderstood to be ” ; from which it is clear that the Means 
or Form of Cognition consists in the apprehension of the Object; hence it 
cannot be right to attribute the character of ‘ Means or Form of Cognition ’ 
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to what is entirely featureless; this is what is meant; and this same idea is 
going to be put forward again (in the following Text). (1678) 

This same idea is fiirther expleiined— 


TEXT (1679). 

The object that is featureless being devoid of the form of 

Cognition, cannot be a Means or Form of Cognition ; as this 
IS ALWAYS OF THE NATURE OF Cognition. —(1679) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This ’—^i.e. Means or Form of Cognition. 

That which is not of the nature of the cognition of things cannot be a 
‘ Means or Form of Cognition —e.g. the Jar and such things ;—and Negation 
is devoid of the nature of the cognition of things ;—Whence there is non¬ 
apprehension of the wider character (which must mean the absence of the 
less wide character).—(1679) 

The following might be urged :—“ The Eye and the other organs are not 
of the nature of the cognition of things,—and yet, as they serve as causes 
bringing about the cognition of things, they are called ‘ Means of Cognition ’ ; 
the same would be the case with ‘ Negation ’ also ; so that the Reason adduced 
is 'not true (Inconclusive) 

Tliis is the argument anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXT (1680). 

If it is urged that— “ Negation is a Means of Cognition because— 
LIKE THE Eye, etc.—it serves as the cause of Cognition ”, 

—THEN (our answer IS THAT) WHAT IS ENTIRELY 
featureless can never SERVE AS THE 

Cause of anything.— (1680) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right to make assumptions on the basis of the figurative idea 
of being the ‘ cause of cognition ’; because what is entirely featureless and 
hence devoid of all capacity, cannot be rightly regarded as a Cause. If it 
were so regarded, it would cease to be featureless; and further, as what is 
featureless cannot be specially related to any particular time or place, if a 
cognition were brought about by it, it would never cease at all.—(1680) 
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TEXTS (1681-1683). 

Then again, being devoid of the form of Cognition, how would 
THE ‘ Negation * be apprehended ?—If it were held to be 
apprehended by the absence—^ i.E. Negation—of the Cognition 

RELATING TO IT,—THEN THERE WOULD BE NO END (TO THE ASSUMP¬ 
TION OF SUCH Negations). — If, then, the non-existence of the 
Cognition were apprehended through the absence of the 
cognised thing^ —and the non-existence of the cognised thing 
WERE apprehended THROUGH THE absence of Cognition, — there 
WOULD be MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE.— HeNCE THE FACT IS THAT 
WHAT IS THE Perception of one thing is called the Non-perception 
OF ANOTHER;—AND THE SAID Perception comes about by itself, 
BECAUSE BY ITS VERY NATURE IT IS not-durJc (SELF-LUMINOUS).— 

(1681-1683) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, what is itself not knoum cannot bring about the Cognition 
of anything else ;—if it did, it would lead to absurdities ; this has been already 
explained ; so it has to bo explained in what way ‘ Negation ’ itself is known. 
It cannot be cognised by itself ; as if it were so, then the negation, or absence, 
of the object also would be cognised by itself, and there would be no need 
for postulating a Means of Cognition in the shape of ‘ Negation ’; as this is 
meant only for the purpose of bringing about the cognition of the negation 
of the object, —and this negation of the object will have been cognised by 
itself, like the negation of the Means of Cognition, —Nor can it be regarded as 
cognised by its own Cognition, because, ex hypothesi, it is ‘ devoid of the 
form of Cognition ’;—how then could it be cognised by its own Cognition ? 
It is only what is of the nature of Cognition that can be so cognised. 

It might be argued that it could be known from another negation of the 
Means of Cognition bearing upon itself.—But then there arises the question 
—^how is this latter Negation known ?—^If it were hold to be due to yet 
another Negation,—then there would be an infinite regress. This has been 
thus declared :— ‘ Otherwise the non-existence of the Object is known 
through Non-apprehension, and the non-existence of the Apprehension is 
known by another Non-apprehension ; so there is an infinite regress *. 

In order to avoid this Infinite Regress, it may be held that the Cognition 
of Negation is duo to the absence (Negation) of the Object.—But in that case 
there is mutual interdependence. For instance, tho Negation of the Means 
of Cognition is cognised through the cognition of the Negation of the Object, 
and the negation of the Object is cognised through the Cognition of the 
negation of the Means of Cognition ; thus the defect of mutual interdependence 
is quite clear.—^Thus you are reduced to that condition where the thrust of 
the Javelin throws out the Eye-ball! 

From all this it follows that the Non-apprehension of one thing consists 
only in the apprehension of another thing,—and ‘ Negation * need not be a 
Means of Cognition different from Perception. 

6 
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The following might be urged:—“ How is that apprehension of one 
thing known ? What has been urged against the Cognition of Negation would 
apply to that also 

The answer to this is that—‘ the said Perception, etc, etc. ’—^That is, the 
Peroeption of the one thing becomes cognised by itself, —^not through any¬ 
thing else ; hence in this case there is no Infinite Regress.—“ Why ? ”— 
Because, by its very nature, —^in its own form,— it is not-dark, —^i.e. it is of the 
nature of Light (which is self-luminous).—^Nor would cognition through mere 
presence lead to incongruities, as nothing else (except Cognition) is of the 
nature of Light (i.e. self-luminous).— (1681-1683) 

Question ;—“ Why should there be this hostility towards the appre¬ 
hension of Cognition through something else 7 ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1684-1686). 

As A MATTER OP PACT, THE APPREHENSION OP COGNITION THROUGH 
SOMETHING ELSE IS NOT POSSIBLE IN ANYWAY,—EITHER (a) THROUGH 
THE InPERBNTIAL INDICATIVE,—OR (6) THROUGH ANOTHER COGNI¬ 
TION (Perception),—or (c) through Presumption.—^There being 
A possibility op objections being raised against all these 

THREE, there WOULD BE SEVERAL INFINITE REGRESSES CREEPING 
IN POR YOU.— [It must be admitted therefore that] AS AMONG 
THINGS EQUALLY CAPABLE OP BEING APPREHENDED, THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION OP ONE LEADS TO THE DEFINITE COGNITION THAT THE 
OTHERS ARB non-€xistent, —(1684-1686) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Some people hold that Cognition is cognisable through the Inferential 
Indicative;—^this Inferential Indicative being either in the form of the idea 
of a thing, or in that of an Action, or in that of a thing perceptible by the 
senses, or some mcuiifest object, and so forth. 

(2) Others hold that Cognition is perceived through another Cognition,— 
and not self-cognised,—^because the operation of anything upon itself involves 
an incongruity. 

(3) Others again hold that it is cognised through Presiunption based 
upon the inexplicability (otherwise) of what is duly known; i.e. the idea of 
a thing being krurum would be inexplicable if the Cognition of the thing were 
not there, the Cognition itself being by its nature duU (non-intelligent, dark). 

Thus these three theories have been put forward. 

Now there being a possibility of objections being brought up against 
each of these three theories—relating to the Inferential Indicative and the rest, 
—such as—* How is the Inferential Indicative itself known 7 *, and so forth, 
—ihere wiU be several Infinite Regresses creeping in: —^For instance, the 
Inferential Indicative and the rest could not be cognised until Cognition 
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is cognised; hence its cognition should be sought for from somewhere else; 
—^and for that also, it would be necessary to have recourse to another In¬ 
ferential Indicative and so forth. This same process being urged against 
each of the three theories,—there would be an endless Infinite Begress. 

From all this, the right conclusion would be that the apprehension of 
one thing brings about the Cognition of the non-existence of other things.— 
When one has to deny the time and place of things, the negation 
(denial) is made of the perceptible things themselves, as it is these latter 
that stand on the same footing as the thing that has been apprehended; it 
being impossible to deny anything else. If sameness were denied, then all 
would be denied,—as has been seen before; because all things become 
included under ‘ what is not—^that thing—which is apprehended ’,—according 
to the principle that ‘ what is not the same as one thing is another thing *.— 
(1684-1686) 


Question :— 


TEXT (1687). 

“ What is that one thing on the cognition whereof the sky is 
COGNISED AS moon-has ? How too is the absence of 
ALL Sound cognised anywhere ? — (1687) 

COMMENTARY. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ When a man notices the absence of the Moon 
in the Akasha^ there is no apprehension of any one thing, by virtue of which 
it could be said that from the apprehension of that one thing follows the 
apprehension of the non-existence of other things ; specially as there is no 
such real thing as Akdsha which could be apprehended as devoid of the 
Moon. Even that Akdsha which others have postulated as something real 
is beyond the reach of the senses.—^Then again, when at a certain place the 
absence of sound is noticed,—^from the apprehension of what one thing does 
that follow ?—^It cannot be xuged that it follows from the apprehension of 
the spot on the ground concerned; because the ground is not equal to the 
Sound as regards its perceptibility,—^because the ground is visible, while 
the Sound is audible ; and what are meant to be mutually related in the 
present context are things that stand on the same footing regarding their 
perceptibility.—^This is clear from the assertion that * one thing is other than 
the other when both are related to the same cognition and yet are not depend¬ 
ent upon one another ’.—^Nor can the cognition in question be said to proceed 
from the apprehension of Time ; because there is no such category as ‘ Time ’ 
apart from the other categories, whose apprehension could be there. The 
Time that is accepted by the other party is also something beyond the senses 
—(1687) 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1688-1689). 

As A MATTER OF FACT (ALL THAT IS PERCEIVED IS) THE McbSS of Light 

and Shade, which the observer regards as ' Akdsha *; anything 

APART FROM THAT HAS NO EXISTENCE ; NOR IS IT PERCEIVED.—In 
THE CASE OF the absence of all Sounds also, its cognition 
IS DUE TO the non-perception OF ITS EFFECT ; AND 
THIS NON-PERCEPTION IS COGNISED ULTIMATELY 
THROUGH THE SELF-COGNITION OF OTHER 

Cognitions.— (1688-1689) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Of the mass of Light and Shade ’;—^add—‘ on the perception of ’ ;— 
tliis same—^mass of Light and Shade—^is regarded by the observer as 
* Akdsha \ nothing apart from that. For instance, during the day or night, 
the man perceives the ‘ Akdsha ’ to be ‘ like sapphire * or ‘ like the Cloud * ; 
and for the other party, the Akdsha has noitlier colour nor shape. 

‘ Anything apart from that ’ ;—^that is, anything like the Akdsha postulated 
by the other party has no existence apart from the said Mass of Light and 
Shade ; and if it does exist, it is not perceptible by the senses. 

As regards the absence of all sounds also, it is cognised tliroiigh the non- 
apprehension of its effect in the shape of Auditory Cognition ; and this non- 
apprehension is cognised through the apprehension of the Visual and other 
Cognitions; so that here also there is the apprehension of one thing^ in the 
shape of the apprehension of these other Cognitions. 

Says the Opponent:—“ All cases of tho existence of the Causes are not 
covered by the existence of the Effect, by virtue of which tho existence of the 
Effect, on its cessation, would preclude tho existence of the Cause also. That 
this cannot be the case is due to the fact that Causes are not always effective 
(even though present).” 

{Answer'] —^We do not say that all cases of the existence of the Cause 
are covered by the existence of the Effect; wliat we say is that jjarticular 
cases of the existence of the Cause,—^whose effectiveness is never obstmcted, 
—are those that are meant to be excluded by the non-existence of the effect 
(auditory Perception),—^not the existence of all causes. For instance, even 
in a case where the apprehension of the bare place brings about the cognition 
of the absence of the Jar, what brings about this latter cognition is the non- 
apprehension of the effect in the shape of the apprehension of the Jar ; because 
the absence that is cognised is only that of the Jar which would have been 
perceptible (if it were there),—and not of all Jars. And what would bo 
that which is perceptible ? That alone whose capacity has not been obstructed. 
Because Perceptibility has been described as a particular character, —and 
what is the character of a thing must be perceptible. Otherwise, here also, 
all cases of the Existence of the Jar would not be covered by the Apprehension 
of the Jar ; and hence the absence of the non-pervading factor could not lead 
to the absence of the un-pervaded factor ; and there would be no cognition 
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of the absence of the Jar. It is for this reason that in all cases, the 
non-apprehension of the character of the thing leads to the thing being 
regarded as non-existent* In reality however what has to be perceived is 
the non-apprehension of the effect (which leads to the cognition of the 
non-existence of the Cause)* —(1688-1689) 

The following Text proceeds to show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of the 
Reason—‘ because it is spoken of by the name Negation [therefore Negation 
should be regarded as different from Perception and the rest ’ ; see 
Text 1668] 


TEXT (1690). 

Thus, it being established that Negation is essentially a positive 
ENTITY, THE FACT OF ITS being spoktu of by the name Negation is 
NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH ITS BEING INCLUDED (UNDER OTHER 
MEANS OB FORMS OP COGNITION).— (1690) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Thus \ —i.e. under the principle that ‘ the perception of one thing is 
what is called the non-perception of other things * and so forth. 

‘ The fact, etc* etc* ’—Even when ‘ Negation ’ is included under ‘ Percep¬ 
tion the fact of its being spoken of by the name ‘ Negation ’ does not 
become incompatible. 

This shows tliat the Probans put forward by the Opponent is not absent 
whore the contrary of the Probandum is present.—(1690) 


TEXT (1691). 

As REGARDS THE CONTENTION (UNDER Text 1659) THAT “ NEGATION 

MUST BE COGNISED BY A MeANS WHICH IS OF THE SAME NATURE 
AS ITSELF —THIS IS ENTIRELY SUPERFLUOUS ; AS 
EVEN IN WHAT WE ASSERT THERE IS THAT 

sameness of nature *—(1691) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is that sameness of nature *,—the ‘ non-apprehension *, in the 
shape of the apprehension of sometliing else, being negative in character. 

In tliis connection, some people urge the following objection :—“ The 
cognition that envisages merely the absence of things cannot be included under 
Perception and the rest,—because it envisages only the absence (negation) 
of things, while Perception and the rest envisage positive things;—^nor 
can it be regarded as invalid,—^as it is in conformity with the real state of 
things. When you (Buddhists) postulate the absolute destruction of things, 
you cannot deny the absence of things.** 
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What been explained above disposes of this objection also. In the 
case in question, what the particular Conceptual Thought envisages is not 
pure negation devoid of all specifications of time, place, etc.,—^it envisages 
the qualified Negation in the form that at a certain place * the Jar is not *; 
and that it is so is due to the fact that the Place, etc. have the capacity of 
being perceived. Thus it is that Negation is not regarded as a distinct Means 
or Form of Cognition; because what is conceived is only such empty place 
as has been apprehended by Perception.—^Even if there were apprehension 
of pure, unqualified. Negation, the cognition apprehending it could not be 
regarded as valid, because it would be envisaging a non-entity ; and all con¬ 
sideration of the validity of cognitions, by men seeking for effective action, 
relates to entities only.—^What has been urged therefore is beneath notice.— 
( 1691 ) 


End of Negation. 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (E). 

On * Yukti ’ (Ratiocination) 
and 

* Anupalabdhi ’ (Non-Apprehension). 

The author argues as follows, in connection with ‘ Ratiocination ’ and 
‘ Non-apprehension' (as distinct Means of Cognition):— 

TEXTS (1692-1695). 

(A) “That thing comes about when this thing is thebe, and it 

DOBS NOT COME ABOUT, WHEN FT IS NOT THEBE,—THEBBFOBB IT 
PBOCBBDS FBOM THAT THIS IS CALLED ‘ RATIOCINATION ThB 

SAGE Charaka has declabed that it is a distinct Means of 
Cognition ; because it cannot be Infebence, as no Cobboboba- 
TivE Instance is available”.— 

(B) “ When a cebtain thing is cognisable by an afpbehbnsion,— 

THEN, FBOM THB ABSENCE OF THAT AFPBEHBNSION, ONE DEDUCES 
THE NON-EXISTENCE OP THAT THING ;— THIS IS BEGABDED AS ‘ NON- 
APFBEHENSION ’.—^ThiS ALSO IS A DISTINCT MbANS OP COGNITION, 
AS IT DOBS NOT NEED A COBBOBOBATIVE INSTANCE AND OTHEB 
FACTOBS. In fact, in THE INSTANCE ALSO, NON-EXISTENCE WOULD 
BE COGNISED BY MEANS OF THIS SAME ‘ NoN-APPBEHBNSION — 
(1692-1696) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a thing is cognised as being the effect of a certain thing, on the 
gro\md of its being produced only when the latter is present,—^it is regarded 
as a case of ‘ Ratiocination —As it is conceptual, it cannot be Perception ; 
nor can it be Inference, as there is no Corroborative Instance; and if there 
were an Instance, then also the notion of being an effect would be due to 
being produced only when the other is present ; and in support of that, another 
instance would have to be sought for; and so on and on, there would be 
an inhnite regress.—^Hence this is a distinct Means of Cognition; so says the 
sage Charaka, the medical doctor. 

Similarly, when there is cognition of the non-existence of a thing derived 
from the absence of its apprehension, it is a case of ‘ Non-apprehension *; 
and the reasons for regarding this also as a distinct Means of Cognition are to 
be foimd as in the case of ‘ Ratiocination — (1692-1696) 


The above is refuted in the following- 
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TEXT (1696). 

There is no restriction regarding the cognition of Cause and 
Effect, and the cognition of Non-existence ; and in the 
CASES cited there IS NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 
Probans and the Probandum.— (1696) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ Kdryakararmtd^ etc. ’ is to be expounded as the ‘ prati- 
patti \ cognition, of ‘ Kdryakdrarmtd \ the relation of Cause and Effect, and 
of ‘ abhdva *, ‘ non-existence *; the cognition of the relation of Cause and 
Effect is said to be by means of ‘ Ratiocination *, and the cognition of ‘ non¬ 
existence by means of Non-apprehension 

‘ Asydm ’—^in the two cases cited—of ‘ Ratiocination * and ‘ Non-appre¬ 
hension —there is no difference between the Probans and the Probandum. 
—(1696) 

How there is no difference is shown in the following— 


TEXT (1697). 

The relation of ‘ cause and effect ’ is nothing other than that 

ONE thing is produced ONLY WHEN THE OTHER IS THERE ; 

NOR IS non-existence known to be any thing other 

THAN THE ‘ NON-PERCEPTION ’ OF WHAT IS 
PERCEPTIBLE.—(1697) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of ‘ Ratiocination there is no difference between the 
Probans and the Probandum ; because the reason (Probans) is the fact of one 
thing being produced only when the other is there, —the relation of Cause and 
Effect is the Probandum ; and we find no difference between these two ; the 
two are synonymous, like the terms ‘ taru ’ and ‘ pddapa ’ (both meaning 
Tree). 

In the case of ‘ Non-apprehension ’ also, there is no difference between the 
Cause and the Effect. For instance, if mere absence of apprehension is meant 
(by ‘ Non-apprehension ’), then as nothing like it is known, it would be open 
to the Infinite Regress and other objections urged above. If, on the other 
hand, the ‘ Non-apprehension ’ of a thing is only the ‘ apprehension of some¬ 
thing else then it becomes included under ‘ the Non-apprehension of what 
should have been apprehended ’; and this does not prove the non-existence, 
which is cognised by Perception itself. It is for this reason that the text 
has declared—‘ Nor is rum-existence, etc. etc. ’— (1697) 
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It might b© argued that—“ what are meant to be proved are not the 
Relation of Cause and Effect and Non-existence themselves, but the ordinary 
u^age regarding these.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1698). 

For the proving of the capability .of being used (spoken of, 
regarded) as such,—there is the example of the thing 
cognised at the time of the Convention.— (1698) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadhhdvavyavahdra ’—is the ‘ vyavdhdra usage,—of the ‘ hhdva 

character, of ‘ cause and effect ’ and ‘ non-existence *.—^That is, what is meant 
to be proved is the capacity of being spoken of as expressed by a certain 
name.—[And in this way, the two Means of Cognition become included under 
Inference]—^The argiunents being formulated as follows :— 

(A) Things that, by their nature, are perceived after the operation of a 
certain thing, are capable of being spoken of as the ‘ effect ’ of that thing,— 
e.g. the things perceived at the time of Convention; the Jar is found to be 
perceived only after the Operation of the Potter ; so also Words are found 
to be perceived only after the Operation of the Palate and other portions of 
the Mouth;—this being a Probans based upon the nature of things. 

(B) Similarly in the case of ‘ Non-apprehension *, if lusage is what is 
meant to be proved, then the Inferential Reasoning may be formulated as 
follows :—When certain things capable of being apprehended are not appre¬ 
hended in certain places, they are to be spoken of as non-existent in those 
places ;—e.g. the Head of the Hare is one that can bo spoken of as a place 
where the Horn is non-existent ;—and as regards the doctrine of ‘ Universals *, 
it is found that the ‘ Universal ’ and other categories postulated by others, 
which are held to be perceptible, are not perceived at all in individuals — 
like the spotted Cow for instance,—^wluch are supposed to be the substratum 
of the said ‘ Universal *; so that here ‘ Non-apprehension ’ is in the very 
nature of these tilings. As regards the Individuals,—the spotted and other 
cows—these are duly perceived, hence these are not rejected as non-existent. 

Nor can the Probans be said to be ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because the idea 
that there is only manifestation (by the Cause, of what already exists) is going 
to be rejected. 

It is only on the basis of these facts that tilings are spoken of as ‘ non¬ 
existent ’. 

Nor can the Probans bo said to be ‘ Contradictory ’, as it is actually 
present in all cases where the Probandum is known to be present.— (1698) 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (F). 

On ‘ Sambhava ‘ Probability 
COMMENTARY. 

“ ‘ Sambhava (Probability) serves to bring about the cognition of the 
eomponenta of Aggregate after the Aggregate itself has become cognised. 
For instance, the idea of ‘a hundred’ follows after the existence of ‘a 
thousand ’ has been cognised. This cannot be Inference, as there is no 
Corroborative Instance available.” 

The objection against this is set forth in the following— 

TEXT (1699). 

As A MATTER OF TACT, THE MEMBERS OF THE AGGREGATE ARE THE CAUSES 
OF THE IDEA OF THE AGGREGATE ; HENCE THE COGNITION OF THE 
FROBABUJTY of ‘ a hundred ’ FROCEEDING from that of ‘ A 
THOUSAND ’ IS ONLY PRODUCED BY THE INFERENTIAL 

Indicative.— (1699) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because the Aggregate is not something apart from the components of 
the Aggregate, —and these components are the cause (basis) of the very notion 
of the ‘ Aggregate ’,—therefore the cognition of ‘ a hundred ’ that proceeds 
from ‘ a thousand ’ is only a case of cognition produced by the Inferential 
Indicative, in the shape of Effect. — (1699) 


End of Section {F). 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (G). 

On * Aitihya \ * Tradition * and * PratUfhd \ ‘ Intuition \ 

COMMENTARY. 

There are others who regard ‘ Tradition *, etc. also as distinct Means of 
Cognition.—Of these * Tradition ’ is that Means or Form of Cognition whose 
original pi^mulgator cannot be discerned, but has come down through a 
long'Continued assertion ; —e.g. ‘ A yakfa resides in this Banyan-tree ’. 

‘ Intuition * is that cognition indicative of the eidstence or non-existence 
of things, which appears suddenly without any restrictions of Time or Place ; 
e.g. when the virgin has the notion ‘ my brother will come to-day *; and 
this does come about; hence it is valid cognition. 

The objection to the above is set forth in the following— 

TEXT (1700). 

^ Tradition *, * Intitition * and the rest are found to be false 

IN MANY CASES ; HENCE THESE CANNOT BE REGARDED AS ‘ MeANS 

OF Right Cognition '; as such assumption would lead to 
INCONGRUITIES.— (1700) 

COMMENTARY. 

The phrase ‘ and the rest ’ includes ‘ Recognition * and others ; these also 
are regarded by some others as ‘ Means of Right Cognition *. 

‘ Would lead to incongruities ’;—e.g. Dream-Cognition might be found to 
be true in a certain case and thereby come to be regarded as a valid Means or 
form of Cognition*—(1700) 


End of Section (Q), 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (H). 


COMMENTARY. 

Having thus rejected all other Means or Forms of Cognition, in detail, 
the author briefly proceeds to discard them (and thus sums up the 
question):— • 


TEXT (1701). 

Or, all this effort is out of place ; since things exist in 
TWO forms only—^ viz.: Perceptible and 
Imperceptible.—(1701) 

COMMENTARY. 

Things are of only two kinds—^Perceptible and Imperceptible.—(1701) 

Objection :—“ There is also another kind—which is both Perceptible and 
Imperceptible, and which is neither Perc^.ptible nor Imperceptible^ 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (1702-1708). 

Any other kind is not possible,—^in the shape of Both Perceptible — and 
Imperceptible, or neither Perceptible—nor — Imperceptible. Because 
IN ANY single THING, BOTH action AND inaction WOULD be self¬ 
contradictory. That thing is called ‘ Perceptible ’ which 
produces its cognition directly (immediately) ; the contrary 
OF this is regarded by the wise, as ‘Imperceptible \— Now Ver¬ 
bal Cognition, Analogical Cognition and the rest cannot envis¬ 
age the former (Perceptible) thing ; as in that case they 
WOULD become included UNDER ‘PERCEPTION OR BE FUTILE, LIKE 
Remembrance.—Even if they envisage Imperceptible Things, 

IN WHAT WAY COULD ANYTHING BE ENVISAGED BY ALL ? If DIRECTLY 
(immediately), then THE THING WOULD NOT BE ‘ IMPERCEPTIBLE 
BEING EXACTLY LIKE THE PERCEPTIBLE ThING. If THE COGNITIONS 
ARE DEPENDENT UPON SOMETHING ELSE (i.E. indirect, mediate), WOULD 
THE COGNITION BE RELATED TO IT OR NOT RELATED ? WoULD 
IT ENVISAGE distinction or not ?—If it arose out of what is 
not related, then there could be no restriction ; and if it 
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ENVISAGES distinction, then there could be no invariable con¬ 
comitance. If, lastly, the Cognition envisages an imperceptible 

thing,—*IS BASED UPON A RELATED OBJECT—^AND DOES NOT ENVISAGE 

DISTINCTION FROM IT,—THEN IT IS CLEARLY ‘ INFERENCE ’.—(1702- 
1708) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be right for any one thing to contain within itself a mixture 
of mutually contradictory properties ;—^if it did contain such, it would cease 
to be one thing. For instance, that thing is called ‘ Perceptible ’ which 
brings about the cognition of the thing as it exists, directly, —^i.e. without 
the intervention of the Inferential Indicative or such other means of cogni- 
tion. On this principle, such cognitions as ‘ Sound is momentary ’ would 
be one envisaging an imperceptible Thing. One and the same thing cannot 
be regarded as both active and inactive as regards anything; by virtue of 
which anything could bo both—Perceptible —and— Imperceptible —^as producing 
and not-producing a certain cognition. 

Nor can a thing bo neither — Perceptible — nor—Imperceptible ; because in 
regard to anything, the negation of one character always implies the affirma, 
tion of the contrary character. If there are more tilings than one, then there 
is no incongruity in there being both action and inaction in any given case ; 
e.g. the action and inaction of Colour and Taste (both) in regard to Visual 
Perception. Nor is there any incongruity in both action and inaction of 
oven one tiling, if it is in reference to more things than one ; e.g. that of Colour 
with reference to both Visual and Auditory Perceptions.—It is in view of 
tins that the Text says—‘ /n any single thing, both action and inaction would 
he self-contradictory \ 

For all those reasons, tilings arc of only two kinds—(Perceptible and 
Imperceptible). 

Now, if the Word and other Means of cognition were distinct Means of 
Cognition ^—there could be only two alternatives regarding them—they 
envisage either (a) the Perceptible Thing, or (6) the Imperceptible Thing. 

They cannot envisage the Perceptible Thing.—“ Why ? ”—Because in 
that case they would be liable to become included imder ‘ Perception ’ ; 
as the Verbal and other Cognitions, in that case, would envisage those same 
tilings that arc envisaged by Perception.—^It might be urged that—“ the 
other Means of Cognition bring about the Cognition of the tiling concerned 
after it has been envisaged by Perception ” ;—^the answer to that is that 
‘ it would be futile ’ ; that is, apprehending what is already apprehended, the 
Cognitions would be invalid ,—like Remembrance. 

Under the second alternative also (that Verbal and other cognitions 
envisage Imperceptible Tilings)—when the Imperceptible thing is cognised— 
would it be cognised directly, or indirectly, through the intervention of some¬ 
thing else ?—It cannot be cognised directly ; as, in that case it would be 
like any perceptible thing and would cease to be miperceptible. Because it 
is called ‘ Imperceptible ’ only because it does not produce cognitions directly ; 
if then, it wore to produce cognitions directly, how could it be called ‘ Im¬ 
perceptible * ? 
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If the cognition of the Imperceptible thing were produced through 
the intervention of something else,—(1) would it be produced through the 
intervention of something rtloled to it ? (2) of something; met related 

to it ? (3) would it envisage distinction f or (4) envisage non-distinc¬ 
tion 7—^These four alternatives are possible.—^As an example of cognition 
envisaging distinction^ there is the cognition of a particular Fire—produced 
by Leaves or Grass, produced through smoke in general. An example of 
cognition envisaging non-distinction, there is the cognition of mere Fire as 
excluded from other unlike things, produced by Smoke. —^Now if this latter 
cognition were brought about by the intervention of a thing (Smoke) not 
related to the thing concerned (Fire),—^there would be no restriction at all; 
an 3 rthing might bring about the cognition of anything.—^If the cognition 
envisage distinction, then there would be no Invariable Concomitance between 
the Probans and the Probandum; as there would be no concomitance regarding 
the qualifying factor; and to that extent, the Probans would be Inconclusive. 
—If then the cognition envisaged nan-distinction, then it would be included 
under * Inference *. 

All this is what is urged in the Text —‘ If, lastly, the Cognition, etc. etc. ; 
—and does not envisage distinction, etc. etc. \ —That is, devoid of all tinge of 
distinction, envisaging the mere object as excluded from all unlike things ; 
e.g. the cognition of mere Fire, from Smoke.—If the cognition in question is 
of this kind, then it is clearly Inference, as brought about by the perception 
of Belation,—as the cognition of Fire, from Smoke.—(1702-1708) 


End of Chapter XIX. 



CHAPTER XX 


Emminaiion of * Syadvdda ’ {Jaina Doctrine) 

COMMENTABY. 

It has been declared in the Introductory bases {Text, 3) that the ‘ True 
Doctrine * is ‘ not mixed up with any foreign element, to the smallest detail 
—^In support of this idea, the Author proceeds with the next chapter ; and 
starts off with an objection (from the standpoint of the other Party):— 


TEXT (1709). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, EVERY ENTITY HAS MORE THAN ONE ASPECT,— 

LIKE THE OEM SAPPHIRE ; WHY THEN SHOULD THERE BE ANY 
INCOMPATIBILITY AMONG ‘ EXISTENCE ^ * NON- 

EXISTENCE * AND THE REST ? ”— (1709) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 1675, above) that ‘ What is capable 
of effective action is said to be existent,--otheT than that is said to be non¬ 
existent, —^the two cannot exist together in the same substratum, as they are 
contradictory *. 

Against this, Ahrika (a Jaina writer) and others urge the following 
objections;— 

“ Every erUity has more than one aspect ,—^the General and the Particular ; 
just like the lustrous gem which appears to be of variegated colotir; why 
then should there be any contradiction (incompatibility) between existence 
and non-existence, —^in view of which it id said that ‘ the two cannot co¬ 
exist in the same substratum ’ ?—^The term ‘ adi ’ in ‘ sadddi * is meant to 
include * activity and incwtivity \ ‘ unity * and so forth 

Though this objection has been already refuted under Teoet 1676, by the 
sentence ' Nanu tadltaddhi, etc, ’, yet it has been introduced here for the 
purpose of expounding the matter in detail, or for setting forth a fresh theory. 
—(1709) 


For proving the General and Particular character of things, Ahrika has 
formulated the following arguments in due order :— 
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TEXT (1710). 

If an entity were not-egual to (entirely different from) other 

ENTITIES, THEN IT WOULD NOT DIFFER FROM THE * SKY-FLOWER. 

On the other hand, if it were entirely devoid 
OF rKm-equality (Difference), then it could not 
BE regarded as ANYTHING DIF¬ 
FERENT FROM THOSE THINGS 

—(1710) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If a certain thing spoken of—the Jar, for instance,—were not-egiuil 
to (i.e. different from) all other things,—such as the Cloth and the like,— 
i.e. if it were always excluded (differentiated) from those,—then there would 
bo no difference between the Jar and the ‘ Sky-flower ’ ; as it would be always 
differentiated from all other things ; and a thing that is always differentiated 
from all other tilings can have no other state save that of the ‘ sky-flower 
Consequently, one who is not willing to admit the equality of tliat thing to 
the * sky-flower must admit that it is equal (similar) to other entities, 
in being an entity ; hence this general character (commonalty), in the shape 
of the universal ‘ entity ’, has to be admitted. 

It may be asked—“ In what w’ay then is there the Particular ? ” 

The answer is—‘ If it were entirely devoid of non-equality, then it could 
not he regarded as different from, those things. —If that same entity. Jar, 
were devoid of non-equality to other things like the Cloth,—i.e. if it 
were not non-equal to them,—^thon the Jar could not bo regarded as anything 
different from the Cloth, etc., in the form—‘ This is Jar, tliat is Cloth ’; 
just like the specific individuality of tilings ;—and yet, as a matter of fact, it 
does differ from other things; hence it becomes established that it has the 
Particular character also.—(1710) 

TEXTS (1711-1713). 

‘‘ If the intended entity is entirely not-equal to other things, 

THEN IT CEASES TO BE AN entity ] FOR THAT WHICH IS EXCLUDED 

FROM ‘ Entity where could there be any other 
POSITION, EXCEPT uou-existeuce ,—^as in the case of 
the ‘ Sky-flower * ? Thus then, one who 
WISHES the Entity to be not-equal to the 
‘ Sky-flower must accept the Uni¬ 
versal ‘ Entity ’ as the character 
common to all entities .''— 

(1711-1713) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Texts set forth another argument in favour of the view 
that every entity has a commonalty, a general character :— 
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TEXTS (1714-1716). 

If it were not as asserted, then, to what would this fact be 
DJJE —that the common NOTION OF ‘ ENTITY ’ DOES NOT APPEAR IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ CrOW’S TbETH WHILE IT ALWAYS APPEARS 
AS RESTRICTED TO Entities ALONE ?— If it BE URGED THAT—‘ THE 
SAID RESTRICTION IS DUE TO similarity \—THEN OUR ANSWER IS 
THAT, THAT SAME (SIMILARITY) IS WHAT WE CALL ‘ CoMMONALTY — 

This same remark applies also to the view that ‘ the said 

RESTRICTION IS DUE TO A CERTAIN CAPACITY IN THE NATURE OF 

THINGS — Absolute difference (from other entities) therefore 
IS not possible for any entity ; because entities do not differ 

FROM EACH OTHER, ON THE POINT OF BEING ' ENTITIES — (1714- 

1716) 

COMMENTARY. 

it were not, etc. etc. *—If an entity were ‘ not-equal * to—different 
from—every other entity,—then how is it that the common idea of ‘ being 
an entity ’ is found to appear only in connection with the Jar and such things, 
and not in connection with the ‘ crow’s teeth ’ (and other non-entities) ? 
The basis for this has to be explained. 

It might be urged that—‘ the basis for tliis lies in the similarity (among 
entities) 

Then it becomes established that that same Similarity is the ‘ Com¬ 
monalty the Common character; ‘ similarity ’ being synonymous with 
‘ Commonalty ’ (Common character). 

It might be explained that—‘ the said comprehensive potency subsists 
in the Jar and other entities only, and not in the Crowd’s Teeth and such 
non-entities ; hence ‘ the capacity of the nature of things ’ is what forms the 
basis of the notion in question 

This view also is dispensed with by what has been just explained ; i.e. the 
answer to this is the same as that to the view regarding ‘ Similarity ’ ; because 
the said capacity may be regarded as the required ‘ Commonalty 

From all this it follows that, in the form of ‘ entities ’, all things—the 
Jar and the rest—are not-different from one another.—(1714-1716) 

The following Texts provide reasons for accepting the ‘ difference ’ 
{particular character) of things from one another :— 


TEXTS (1717-1719). 

If the said entity were entirely devoid of dissimilarity from 

THE OTHER STANDARD ENTITIES,—THEN THAT ENTITY WOULD NOT 
BE DIFFERENT FROM THESE ; THERE WOULD BE COMPLETE NON- 
DIFFERENCE,—^AS FROM THEIR OWN SELVES. WhaT IS CALLED 
" DISSIMILARITY ’ IS ONLY A FORM DIFFERENT FROM THOSE ; HENCE 

7 
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THE IDEA THAT ‘ THERE IS no diaaimilarity , and yet the thing is 
different ’ would involve a self-contradiction. Consequently, 
when one has to accept some sort of difference among things, 
he has to accept ‘ dissimilarity ’ ALSO, AND THENCE ALSO THE 
‘particular’ character of things.”— (1717-1719) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Standard entities ’—^tho Cloth and the rest (to which the Jar is being 
compared).—the Jar were entirely devoid of dissimilarity to these other 
things—Cloth, etc.—then, there being no difference between them, the Jar 
could not be any thing different from those things ; as it would be non- 
different from it, like the form of its owm self. For instance, what is called 
‘ dissimilarity ’ is only that form of the Jar which is different from the Cloth, 
—^nothing apart from that form ; hence to say that ‘ there is disaimilarity 
in the Cloth, etc., and yet there is no difference from the Jar\ would involve 
self-contradiction ;—as ‘ difference ’ and ‘ dissimilarity ’ are synonymous 
terms.—(1717-1719) 

Having thus established the fact that every entity has the two-fold 
character—^the General and the Particular, the Jaina proceeds to show that 
these two aspects serve as the basis of usage free from all confusioti:— 


TEXTS (1720-1721). 

The entity itself is only one in essence, but is regarded as 
having several aspects ; and these aspects are there in 
the form of being apprehended by inclusive and 
exclusive Cognitions; the former ones, being 
inclusive, are spoken of as ‘ Common ’ 

(Universal, General), while the 
LATTER, being CXClusivc, ARE CALLED 
’ Particular ’.— (1720-1721) 

COMMExVTARY. 

“ The real truth of the matter is as follows :—Like the gloaming Sapphire, 
every entity, while being one, has several aspects ; of these aspects, some are 
apprehended by inclusive notions, and others by exclusive notions. I’kose 
that are apprehended by inclusive notions are inclusive and hence spoken of 
as ‘ Common while others, which are apprehended by inclusive notions, are 
exclusive and hence said to be ‘ Particular ’. The inclusive notion appears 
in the one non-distinctive form of ‘ Entity ’ ; w'hile the exclusive notion appears 
in the distinctive form ‘ this jar, not Cloth —(1720-1721) 

The following Texts proceed to refute the above Jaina view ; — 
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TEXTS (1722-1723). 

If the ‘ General * and the ‘ Particular' were of the nature of 

EACH other, commingling AND CONFUSION WOULD BE INEVI¬ 
TABLE ; hence it cannot be possible that every 
entity has two aspects.— If they are not op the 

NATURE OF EACH OTHER, THEN THEY ARB DIVERSE 
(two distinct THINGS), AND HENCE IT DOES 
NOT FOLLOW THAT THERE ARE ‘ TWO 
ASPECTS ’ (OF A SINGLE ENTITY). 

-(1722-1723) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two alternatives possible: (1) The ' General ’ is the same as 
the ‘Particular’ and (2) The ‘General’ is something different from the 
‘ Particular *. 

In the former case, the Particular and the General being of the nature of 
one another, there would be commingling and confusion ; the result of which 
would be that it could not be discerned that ‘ this is General and that is 
Particular ’ ; which moans that there cannot be two aspects of the same 
entity. 

If, in order to avoid the confusion, the latter alternative is accepted, 
even so, the two being regarded as not of the nature of each other,—there 
would be ‘ diversity ’—difference of nature between the General and the 
Particular ; thus there would be no confusion between the two, only if the 
two were entirely different; but even so,—even when the two are different,— 
there are two things, and not tico aspects of one thing. 

The following might be urged—“ Even when there has come about a 
difference in the nature of the General and the Particular, the entity that 
exists in tlie form of the General and the Particular is one and the same ”. 

This however will be a contradiction in terms. For instance, if the 
(ieneral and the Particular aro regarded as non-different from one and the 
same thing, how could there bo any difference in the nature of those two 
themselves ? Being non-different from one and the same thing, they must 
bo non-different- from ono another,—like the nature of any single entity. 
When however the difference between the nature of the General and that of 
the Particular is accepted, there could not be any single thing that would 
be non-different from those two; because being non-different from the two, 
what is meant to be one would have to be regarded as two, —like the form of 
the General and the form of the Particular. 

From all tliis it follows tliat the assertion that “ every entity has two 
aspects ” involves self-contradiction.—(1722-1723) 

The following Texts put forward the view of Sumati (a Jaina writer of 
the Digambara School):— 
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TEXTS (1724-1725). 

Though the entity may be of one nature only, yet it can have 

DIFFERENT PROPERTIES ; THERE COULD BE NO INCONGRUITY IN THE 

PRESENCE OF DIFFERENT STATES (OF THE SAME THING) ; WHICH 
IS FOUND, FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE CASE OP THE POTENCIES 
OF THE ACTIVE AGENCIES;—^NOR CAN THERE BE ANY 
INCONGRUITY IN WHAT IS ACTUALLY SEEN ; AND 
IT IS ACTUALLY SEEN THAT EVEN THOUGH 

THE General and the Particular are 

ASPECTS OF ONE AND THE SAME 
THING, YET IN ACTUAL PRACTICAL 
LIFE THERE IS DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THEM.”— 

(1724-1725) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumati has offered the following explanation in coniiection with the 
objection urged against the Jaina doctrine :—“ It has been urged that if the 
General and the Particular were not regarded as different, there would bo 
confusion.—But this does not affect the case at all. Though, by reason of 
their being of the same natvire there may be confusion,—there can be difference 
in their properties,—^as is found to be the case with the potencies of Active 
Agencies. For instance, there are such expressions as ^ Baldhako vidyoiatl\ 
‘ The Cloud flashes ’ (where the Cloud appears as the active Agent), and 
‘ Baldhakddvidyotate \ ‘ flashes from the Clouds ’ (where the Cloud appears 
as the Source, the Ablative); in such cases we find the potencies of the 
active agencies varying through the diversity of their effects ; even though 
they being all of the natiure of ‘ substance ’ there is a certain amount of con¬ 
fusion. If this is not admitted, that would be quite contrary to common 
experience as well as scientific (Grammatical) principles. 

Then again, there can be no incongruity lurged against what is actually 
seen. For instance, in the case of the General and the Particular, though 
they are aspects of one and the same tiling, and are quite distinct and never 
confounded, yet, all practical business is actually found to be carried on on 
the basis of their difference.—The compound ‘ bhedalokaydtrd ’ is to be ex. 
pounded as ‘ Practical business on the basis of difference ’ ; and this is carried 
on, though the entity is one only embracing both the aspects.—^The argiunent 
may be formulated as follows ;—When any one thing is treated as diverse, 
it is on the basis of the diversity of its properties,—^as in the case of the 
Potencies of active agencies ;—^the idea of the General and Particular being 
aspects of one and the same thing involves treatment of the thing as diverse ; 
—this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.—(1724-1725) 

The above argument is answered in the following— 
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TEXT (1726). 

In FACT, IF THE THING HAS ONLY ONE FORM, IT CANNOT HAVE DIVERSE 
PROPERTIES ; A DIVERSITY THAT IS NOT A CREATION OF FANCY 
IS WHAT IS CALLED ‘PLURALITY — (1726) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the Reason adduced by the Jaina is ‘ contradictory ’ ; 
inasmuch as it proves the contrary of what is intended to be proved. For 
instance, what the other party intends to prove is real diversity of properties ; 
but no such ‘ diversity of properties —^which is not a creation of fancy— 
is proved by the Reason adduced ; as ‘ one-ness ’ of the thing itself is admitted ; 
and what is orve entity cannot be compatible with Diversity ; as Diversity 
is what is called ‘ Plurality ’ ; and how can a thing that is Plural be one ?— 
(1726) 

The Corroborative Instance that has been cited (by the Jaina writer) 
is ‘ devoid of the Probandum and the Probans also is one that is con¬ 
comitant with the contrary of the Probandurn.—^This is what is shown in 
the following— 

TEXT (1727). 

As REGARDS THE POTENCIES, THEIR DIVERSITY IS MERELY A CREATION OF 

THE Speaker’s ‘ desire to speak ’; here also no Diversity 

CAN BE REASONABLE IN WHAT IS ESSENTIALLY ONE.— (1727) 
COMMENTARY. 

The following might be luged (by the other party) :—“ Even though 
Diversity is what is called ‘ Plurality —^why should such real Plurality of a 
single entity be incompatible,—^by virtue of which the Reason is said to be 
‘ contradictory ’, as proving the contrary of the desired conclusion ? 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (1728-1729). 

Things are said to be ‘ one ’ when it is said ‘ this is that ’; where¬ 
as THEY are said TO BE ‘ DIVERSE ’ WHEN IT IS SAID ‘ THIS IS 
NOT THAT ’. Being that and Not being ihcU thus being 
MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY, CANNOT, IN ANY 
WAY, BE ATTRIBUTED TO ANY One 

ENTITY,— (1728-1729) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is stated categorically that ‘ this is that ’, then the things are 
said to bo ‘ one ’; as in the case of Consciousness and Spirit. On the 
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other hand, when the identity between things is denied, they are said to be 
* diverse, different *; as in the case of Matter and Oonscionsness. As it is 
impossible for both affirmation and denial to pertain to any one thing, there 
is clear contradiction between ‘ Unity ’ and ‘ Plurality ’, which are based 
respectively upon the said identity and difference. Hence any diversity 
of properties of a single entity can be only a creation of fancy.—(1728-1729) 

Qivestion : “ Why should there be contradiction between Identity and 

Difference (Affinnation and Denial) ? ” 

Answer ;— 

TEXT (1730). 

Affirmation and Denial are mittually contradictory ; and they 

CANNOT BE MADE BY ANY SANE-MINDED PERSON, IN REGARD 
TO ONE AND THE SAME THING.— (1730) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ What is the basis of the assumption of 
the diversity of properties ? There must be a distinct basis for it; otherwise 
there would be confusion among things. Hence it follows that that which 
would be that distinct basis would be the real ‘ diversity of properties * for 
us. ’* 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1731-1732). 

When an entity, exclitdbd from several like and unlike things, 

IS DIFFERENTIATED FROM tMs AND that, —THAT IS CALLED ‘THE 

DIVERSITY OF PROPERTIES Tn THIS WAY EVEN A SINGLE 
THING MAY BE OSSUmed TO HAVE NUMBERLESS DIVERSE 
FORMS ; BUT IN reality, no single thing can reason¬ 
ably HAVE TWO FORMS.— (1731-1732) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ sajdtiya, etc. etc. ’ is to be expounded as—there is first 
a karmadhdraya compound between ‘ like and unlike ’ and ‘ several ’;—and 
from these the entity is " excluded \ —^When such a single entity is dif¬ 
ferentiated from this and that, —like and unlike thing—tliis is what forms 
the basis of the idea of the ‘ diversity of properties ’. Thus, inasmuch as 
there can be an assumed ‘ Plurality ’,—^there can be no reason for postu¬ 
lating a real dwiliiy of form for any single thing. 

The particle ‘ api * implies that there would be ‘ superfluity ’ in the Jaina 
writer’s argument if what were meant to be proved were the mere fact of the 
tiling having in a general way, a diversity of properties.—(1731-1732) 

The following might be urged ;—“ The argument urged (by the Buddhist) 
is Inconclusive, in view of entities like Narasimha and others ; though these 
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beings are of a single nature, yet the real presence of the dual character (Half 
Man, Half Lion) is not found to be incompatible 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1733-1735). 

Such entities as Narasimha and others which have been de¬ 
scribed AS having dual characters,—^IN THEIR CASE ALSO THE 
DUAL CHARACTER IS NOT REAL. As A MATTER OF FACT, Narasimha 
IS OF THE NATURE OF AN AGGREGATE OF MANY ATOMS, AND IS NOT 
ENDOWED WITH ANY ONE UNIFORM FORM ; WHAT IS Vanegatcd 
(VARIOUS) CANNOT BE OWC,—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE COL¬ 
LECTION OF SEVERAL KINDS OF GEMS.—If THERE WERE ONE FORM, 
THERE COULD NOT BE A DUAL CHARACTER AND THE CONSEQUENT 
APPEARANCE OF SEVERAL SHAPES; AND EVEN IF THE SMALLEST 
PART OF THE BODY THAT COULD BE COVERED BY THE LEG OF A FLY 
WERE HIDDEN, THE BODY COULD NOT BE SAID TO BE NOT-HIDDEN.— 

(1733-1735) 

COMMENTARY. 

The tenn ‘ drli ’ includes the gleaming Sapphire. 

‘ Sa ’ stands for Narasimha, 

‘ Sandoha ’—is aggregate. 

‘ Naiharupavdn ’—not having a single form. This shows that the 
Instance cited by the Jaina writer is not one ‘ admitted * by the opposite 
party; as for the Bauddha, Narasimha is not one composite whole, he being 
only an aggregate of many atoms. 

The author cites the reason for denying the said oneness—What is 
variegated cannot he one; e.g. a collection of several kinds of gems ;—and 
Narasimha has a variegated form.—So that the Jaina reasoning involves 
an idea contrary to the nature of tilings. 

The fact that ‘ if it were one, it could not have a dual character and 
consequently there would not be appearance of several forms provides an 
argument against the said ‘ unity * ;—^this argument being based on the 
fact the idea of ‘ diversity ’ is based entirely upon the appearance of diverse 
forms. 

‘ If any one part of the body were hidden, the whole might become 
hidden ’ (imder the Jaina's idea);—^this provides another argument against 
the conclusion of the Jaina writer; because it cannot be right that one and 
the same tiling should have the contradictory characters of being hidden 
and hein^ not hidden at the same time.—(1733-1735) 

Question :—“ If Narasimha is only an aggregate of tnany cUoms, —then 
how is it tliat there is an idea regarding liiin as being a single entity with a 
dual character ? ” 

Answer ;— 
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TEXTS (1736-1737). 

By THEIR VERY NATURE, THE SAID ATOMS ARE THE BASIS OF THE RECOGNI¬ 
TION THAT ENVISAGES THE SALIENT FEATURES OF THE Man AND THE 

Li(m ; —^as is clear from the fact of its arising from 

A PARTICULAR IdEA. In THIS SAME WAY ARE THE VARIE¬ 
GATED GEMS AND OTHER CASES DISPOSED OF.—^ThE 
VARIEGATED CHARACTER, BASED UPON THE 
PRESENCE OF SEVERAL FORMS, IS CER¬ 
TAINLY INCOMPATIBLE WITH 

unity.—{lim-mi) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Recognition that envisages the features of the body of the Man and 
the Lion (in the body of Narasimha)^ —of that the only cause or basis consists 
of the atoms (composing those features); what then, would be the use of 
assuming the composite whole (Body) ? 

If it be asked—Whence this ‘ nature * of the Atoms ?—The answer is— 
‘ As is clear from the fact of Us arising oiU of a particular Idea ’ ; i.e. because 
it proceeds from a particular cause; the ‘ particular idea ’ i!i this case is in 
the shape of the past deed leading up to tlie particular state of existence, 
and also the factors and other parts of the body peculiar to the particular 
animal-species. 

What has been said regarding the case of Narasimha also serves to dispose 
of the case of the glittering gems, etc. -and it is not necessary' to criticise 
them separately.—(1736-1737) 

It has been argued (by the Jaina writer, under Text 1716) that—“in 
the form of entities all things ore not-different from one another. ”—^This is 
answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1738-1744). 

‘ Being an Entity ’ is said to consist in ‘ capacity for effective 

ACTION ’ ; if THIS WERE ALL-PERVASIVE, THEN EVERY THING WOULD 
BE CAPABLE OF DOING EVERY THING. GENERALLY, ONE THING 
IS HELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OF ANOTHER, ONLY BY REASON OF THE 
PRESENCE, IN IT, OF THE CAPACITY FOR THAT ACTION ; IF THEN, 
THAT CAPACITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ANOTHER THING, WHY 
SHOULD NOT THIS BE PRODUCTIVE OF THE SAME ?—If THE ‘ BlUE ' 
AND OTHER OBJECTS THEMSELVES ARB HELD TO CONSTITUTE 
THE ALL-EMBRACING CHARACTER OF ‘ ENTITY *, THEN THE white 
AND yeUoW THINGS ALSO WOULD DO WHAT IS DONE BY THE Blue 
ONE ; AND IN THAT CASE, THE WHOLE UNIVERSE WOULD BECOME 

A SINGLE ‘ Entity devoid of a second ; and thus it would 
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NOT BE TRUE THAT A SINGLE THING HAS SEVERAL ASPECTS.—If THE 

Blue, etc. themselves do not constitute ‘ Entity — and this is 
LIKE THE ‘ Being ’ (Saliva) posited by ‘ Ka7),dda \ —^then it can¬ 
not BE AS YOU hold, THAT ONE THING CANNOT HAVE SEVERAL 

aspects; as there would be clear difference.—Further, what 

CONSTITUTES ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ AMONG THINGS IS THE PRESENCE OF 
CONTRARY PROPERTIES, AND NO OTHER KIND OF ‘ DIFFERENCE ' IS 
HELD TO LIE BETWEEN ‘ BlUE ’ AND ‘ YeLLOW ’. ThIS SAME 
CONDITION IS PRESENT BETWEEN THE ‘ GENERAL ’ AND THE 

‘ Particular ’; because while the former is ‘ inclusive the 
LATTER IS otherwise. WhY THEN SHOULD NOT ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ BE 
admitted as CLEARLY LYING BETWEEN THEM i — (1738-1744) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Entity ’ in said to be that which is capable of effective action,— 
nothing else.—If this capacity is present in all things, then every thing 
would be capable of doing every tiling. It is only in this sense that tilings 
are held to be productive. This capacity then being equally present in 
all cases, anything might be produced out of anything. 

Further, is the ‘ Entity ’ the same as the Bhie, the Yellow and other 
tilings ? Or is it something different ?—If it is the same, then, as it would 
bo all-pervasive, even the white and yellow could bring about the colouring 
in the cloth that is brought about by the Blue. —Then again, there being 
no other character or nature possible, the entire Universe would become a 
single conglomeration of things ; and tliis would upset the proposition that a 
single entity lias several aspects.—If on the other hand, the ‘ entity ’ is 
soirietliing different from the Blue, etc.,—like the ‘ Being ’ posited by Kanada, 
—i.e. just as Karwda has postulated the ‘ Entity ’, called ‘ Being ’,—as some¬ 
thing different (from the particular things),-—then it becomes all the more 
unreasonable to attribute ‘ Phu:ality ’ to any single tiling ; as in this case 
there would be clear absolute difference. 

Then again, any two things are ‘ different ’ only when they have contrary 
poperties,—e.g. Hot and Cold ;—the General and the Particular are found to 
have contrary properties ; because while the former is ‘ inclusive \ the latter 
is otherwise ; ‘ otherwise '—i.e. not'inclusive, ‘ exclusive ’.—If, oven on the 
presence of contrary properties, difference were not admitted, then there 
would be no difference even between the Blue and the Yellow, which is 
admitted in some way, by the other party ;—Kumdrila himself having 
declared (in Shlokavdrtika —Sense Perception, 158) that—as their cognitions 
are different. Colour, etc. cannot be one and the same ” ;—where it has 
been declared that there is difference among the Blue and other things.— 
(1738-1744) 

The author puts forward—^from Kumarila’s point of view—the objection 
against the Buddhist argument, the objection that the Reason put forw^ard 
is * Inconclusive ’ :— 
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TEXTS (1745-1746). 


As IN THE CASE OP THE Variegated Colour, one may emphasise any 
ONE COLOUR AS HE CHOOSES,—BECAUSE THE COLOUR IS VARIEGATED,— 

IN THE SAME WAY ‘ DIFFERENCE ' OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENCE ' OF AN 
ENTITY MIGHT BE EMPHASISED.— (Shlokavdrtika — AkTfi, 

57-58). —^WhEN a THING OF A MIXED CHARACTER IS 
COGNISED SIMULTANEOUSLY, THEN ALL DISTINC¬ 
TIONS LIKE ‘ DIFFERENCE ‘ SAMENESS * AND 
SO FORTH, DISAPPEAR— (Ibid., 62-63).’’ 

-(1745-1746) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Kalrndsa-varna ’—is the variegated colour .—In this case one can fix 
upon, as he wishes, upon any of the several colours present—^regarding the 
thing either as Blue, or Yellow or Red ;—in the same manner, in the case 
of the Entity wliich has a variegated or mixed character,—^boing existent in 
its own form, and also non-existent in the fonn of other things,—and also 
having the tw^’o-fold character of the General and the Particular,—one can 
fix upon Unity or Diversity, as he likes. When a man wishes to emphasise 
the diversity-aspect, then he fixes upon diversity, and when he all at once 
cognises a thing as being both General and Particular,—then all that has 
been urged regarding its difference or non-difference, etc. disappears ; i.e. it 
does not apply at all; because what is clearly cognised tliroiigh Perception 
is the thing of the mixed character. The objection that has been urged 
regarding the thing being different or non-different, etc. etc. is as follows ;— 
(a) The General tiling being non-different from the Particular things in the 
shape of the Horse, etc. should also have a diversity of forms like thoso 
particular things ;— (b) the Particular things, being non-different from the 
General, all Particular tilings should become the same, like the General 
thing;—(c) how could difference and non-difference, which are mutually 
contradictory, reside in the General and the Particular ? The other objections 
are such as— Unity and Plurality being mutually contradictory, how can 
one and the same thing be General as well as Particular ?—(1745-1746) 


It might be argued against the above (argument of Kumdrila'a) that— 
* If so, then in all cases, there would be cognition of the Mixed Character^ 
and it would not be successive and simultaneous 

The answer to this (from Kumarila’s point of view) may be as follows :— 
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TEXT (1747). 

When a thing has several forms, one may emphasise any one 

ACCORDING TO HIS OWN WHIM, EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY ; THERE CAN BE NO OTHER WAY WITH 
VERBAL EXPRESSIONS.— (1747) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, in the case of everything whetlier its ‘ General ’ 
and ‘ Particular ’ aspects are emphasised, one after the other or simul¬ 
taneously, depends upon the wish of the Speaker; so that when one wishes 
to speak of the ‘ existence ’ and the ‘ non-existence ’ aspects of a thing,—► 
or the ‘ General ’ and ‘ Particular ’ aspects of it,—simultaneously, he em¬ 
phasises its form in that way. If he wishes to speak successively, one after 
the other, of the ‘ existence ’ and ‘ non-existence ’ as|3ects, or the ‘ General * 
and * Particular ’ aspects—then he emphasises that form. In fact, all its 
forms are emphasisc?d successively and simultaneously (as one wishes),— 
jiLst like the Emerald and other gems in a Mass of jewels. 

It may be asked—‘ Why cannot it be indicated in a way other than 
successively or simultaneously ? ’ 

The answer to that is—‘ There rxm be no other way, etc. etc. ’—i.e. no way 
other than ‘ successively or simultaneously 

‘ Vidhi ’—is way, method. —(1747) 

The following Text answers the above argiunents (of Kmndrila) :—- 

TEXTS (1748-1749). 

It CANNOT BE AS EXPLAINED ABOVE. ThAT WHAT IS ‘ VaRIEGATBD " 

CANNOT BE ' ONE ’ HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT. ‘ VARIEGATION ’ 
CONSISTS IN ' SEVERAL FORMS AND IT CAN NEVER BE CON¬ 
COMITANT WITH ‘ UNITY —All THE REAL FORMS 
THAT THERE MAY BE OF A CERTAIN THING WOULD 
BE SO MANY (DIFFERENT) THINGS ; AND THE 
THING IN QUESTION ITSELF REMAINS ONLY 

ONE.— (1748-1749) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that ‘ a single entity is variegated ’ involves a contradiction in 
terms,' as already explained under Text 1734 alx)ve ; and the reason for this 
is that the term ‘ variegated ’ itself connotes Plurality ; and between ‘ Unity ’ 
and ‘ Plurality ’ there is * contradiction ’ consisting in the fact of the presence 
of one implying the absence of the other. Consequently one thing cannot 
have several read forms. Even if it had,—this fact would not prove the 
plurality of the single thing ; as all that it would mean would be that there are 
BO many things come about; but that also only if these forms could be proved 
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to be real. But in no case can Plurality belong to wliat is one, as the two 
are mutually contradictory,—(1748-1749) 

It has been argued (imder Text 1712, above)—“ I\)r that which has been 
excluded from ‘ Entit>^ where could there be any other position ? *’ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1750). 

If a certain thing were excluded from one ‘ entity IT WOULD 

BE devoid of sameness ONLY WITH THAT ENTITY ; IT WOULD 
NOT BECOME LIKE THE ‘ SkY-FLOWER ' ;—AS IT WOULD 
STILL BE CAPABLE OF EFFICIENT ACTION. 

—(1750) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is cited as the Reason is ‘ exclusion of all entities \—^and 
similarity to the ‘ sky-flower ’ is meant to be proved by it,—then the Reason 
is ‘ inadmissible ’ ; because the exclusion of the Jar from all entities, cannot 
be admitted ; all that can be admitted is that it is excluded or differentiated 
from things other than itself. 

If, on the other hand, the Reason meant to be adduced is exclusion 
from some things, then it i$ ‘ Inconclusive 

For instance, the Jar, excluded or differentiated from the Cloth and 
other things, could be recognised only as devoid of sameness with the Cloth, 
and it could not be recognised as absolutely devoid of essence (existence), 
as even as thus excluded, it would be capable of efficient action. —(1750) 

The following Texts show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of the Opponent’s 
Reason:— 

TEXTS (175M752). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE Capable (POTENT) FORM OF ONE ENTITY DOES 
NOT RESIDE IN OTHER ENTITIES,—BECAUSE THE EFFECT PRODITCED 

AND THE FORM OF THE APPREHENSION ARE FOUND TO BE 
DIFFERENT AND SO FORTH; THIS HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 

BEFORE.—‘ That ’ a certain entity is not the same 
AS the other*,—THIS ALONE CAN FOLLOW FROM 
THE EXCLUSION (OR DIFFERENTIATION) THERE¬ 
FROM ;—^AND NOT THE FACT OF ITS BEING 
A NON-ENTITY DEVOID OF ALL PRO¬ 
PERTIES.— (1751-1752) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the character of * Entity ’, consisting of capacity for effective action^ 
were something embracing all ‘ entities ’ collectively, then alone could the 
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thing differentiated from others be said to be featureless (non-existent),— 
the ‘ entity ’ being something that is characterised by capacity for effective 
action. As a matter of fact however, the ‘ capable (or potent) form of one 
entity—the Blue for instance—cannot subsist in other things,—like the 
white and the rest; as has been explained under Text 1740. 

Question ;—“ Why cannot it subsist in other things ? ** 

Answer :—Because the effect produced is different, and the form of 
Apprehension (Idea) is different. The term ‘ Upalambha * here stands for 
Apprehension^ i.e. Cognition ; and ‘ nirbhdsa ’ for the form of that Cognition 
(i.e. the Idea). 

The phrase ‘ and so forth ’ stands for diversities of birth, of existence, of 
destruction, etc. 

For these reasons all that ‘ non-contact ’—differentiation—from another 
entity can prove is only that ‘ the entity in question is not the same as this 
latter ’ ; it cannot prove it to be devoid of properties, a mere non-entity, 

“ Why ? 

Because the capacity for effective action, which constitutes the essence of 
‘ Entity is present in it.—(1751-1752) 

Objection :—‘‘ If there is absolute difference among entities,—how can 
there be such all-embracing notions as ‘ this is entity ’, ‘ this is entity ’ (in 
regard to all things) ?—how too can there be any difference between the 
Entity and the ‘ sky-flower *, etc.—if there were no similarity ? ” 

A nswer :— 

TEXTS (1753-1754). 

^HE CONCEPTION BEING THERE THAT ‘ THAT ALSO IS CAPABLE OF EFFECTIVE 

ACTION —THERE WOULD BE THIS IDEA THAT ‘ IT IS AN entity ' ;— 

THUS THERE WOULD BE SUBJECTIVE SIMILARITY CONSISTING 
IN ‘ DIFFERENTIATION FROM WHAT IS INCAPABLE 

Thus, even though thebe is absolute dif¬ 
ference, THERE IS A SUBJECTIVE similarity ; 
and THUS AN ‘ entity ’ BEING ‘ EQUAL ’ 
to other entities, BECOMES DIS¬ 
TINGUISHED FROM THE ‘ SKY- 

FLOWER ’.-(1753-1754) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Differentiation from the Incapable ’;—‘ the incapables ’ meant are such 
non-entities as ‘ the son of the Barren Woman —there is ‘ differentiation * 
from these,—i.e. the entity is not the same as these. 

Because the subjective Similarity is there, therefore it cannot be admitted 
that “If an entity were not equal to other entities, it would not differ from 
the sky-flower ”—(as asserted by the Opponent under Text (1710). 

In the following Texts, the Author sets forth the objections urged by 
Sumati (against the Buddhist point of view):— 
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TEXTS (1755-1757). 

“ If the form in which a certain thing is differentiated from 

OTHER THINGS,—HOMOGENEOUS AND HETEROGENEOUS—^WBBE THE 
SAME IN WHICH IT IS similar to the homogeneous THINGS,— 
THEN IT SHOULD BE RECOGNISED AS SIMILAR TO THE HETERO¬ 
GENEOUS THINGS ALSO *, AS THE FORM WOULD BE THE SAME 
IN BOTH CASES.—AnD YET IT IS NOT SO RECOGNISED.— 

Hence it follows that the form in which the thing 
IS not similar to the homogeneous things, and the 
FORM IN which IT IS similar to these,—must be 
different from one another.”— (1755-1757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumati argues as follows 

That form in whieh a certain thing is differentiated from homogeneous 
and heterogeneous things,—if, in that same form, it were similar to the 
homogeneous things,—then it should be recognised as similar to the hetero¬ 
geneous things also ; as the form would be the same in both cases.—And 
yet as a matter of fact, it is not so recognised.—Hence it follows that that 
form in which it is dissimilar to the homogeneous things, -and that form in 
which it is similar to these things,—between these two forms, there must bo 
difference.—It might be asked when it is homogeneous to them, how can 
it be dissimilar ? And if it is dissimilar to them, how can it be homogeneous 
to them ? The two are contradictory --This however does not affect our 
position. Because the other party regards ever>^thing as having two aspects, 
the General and the Particular ; hence in the ^ General ’ aspect, all things 
are said to be ‘ homogeneous ’ to that thing, while in its ‘ Particular ’ aspect, 
it is held to be ‘ heterogeneous ’ ; and in this latter sense, it is said to be 
dissimilar ; so that the objection lu-ged does not affect the position. 

The compounds " Sanuindparavastii'’ stands for the ' Samdna \ the 
Homogeneous, and the 'apara\ Contrary,—i.e. the Heterogeneous. -Tho 
rest is easily intelligible, hence it is not explained in detail.—(1755-1757) 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (175S). 

It IS IN that same form that it is understood to be similar, because 
the cause of such understanding is present, in the shape 
of being the cause of one and the same con¬ 
ception, AS differentiating these from 
other things.— (1758) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is in the same form tliat it is said to be ‘ similar —because they form 
the basis of the same conception. W'hat is meant is that those that do not 
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form the basis of the same conception are treated as ‘ dissimilar while 
those that do serve as that basis are regarded as ‘ similar —(1758) 


Question :—“ Why do not all things become the basis of the same con¬ 
ception,—the difference being equally present in all ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1759). 

It is only certain things that can serve as the basis of ONE AND 

THE SAME CONCEPTION,—^THE RESTRICTION BEING DUE TO THE 
CAPACITY OF THE FORM OF THINGS, EVEN WHEN THERE 
IS DIFFERENCE,—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 

THE Sense-organs and the Amrtd 
AND the like.— (1759) 


COMMENTARY. 


Xo question can be raised regarding the nature of things—such as— 
u'hy should Fire, and not Water, burn or be hot ? All that can be reasonably 
asked is—to what is this nature due ? For, if the nature of tilings were not 
due to any cause, there could be no restriction, which would lead to incon¬ 
gruities. Hence it should be said that it is due to its own cause ; but then 
the question would be—to what is that due ? And so on and on it would 
go on to a beginningless series (of causes). 

‘ Aksa ’ is sense-organ.—‘ Amrtd ’ is the herb GuducM ,—‘ and the like ’ 
goes with each of the two. 

What is meant is that it is only the Ouduchl and other herbs that have 
the capacity to allay fever and other diseases,—not other tilings. And it 
is the Sense-Organ, the object, the Light and Attention that have the capacity 
to prod\ice particular cognitions. 

In the same way, it is only certain things to ivhich belongs the capacity 
to bring about a single conception. 

Or, the term "aksa' may stand for the Vihhltaka fruit; and the term 
‘ and the like ’ goes with the w hole compound.—(1759) 


In the follow^ing Texts, the objection is raised that “ the Corroborating 
Instance cited cannot be admitted ” :— 
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TEXTS (1760-1762). 

“ How CAN THE Eye be productive of the cognition of the Blue 

AND OTHER THINGS,—IF IT IS HELD TO HAVE THAT FORM ALONE 
WHICH IS DIFFERENTIATED FROM THE Blue AND OTHERS ? In FACT, 
JUST AS THE Ear IS NOT REGARDED AS PRODUCTIVE OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF Blue, ETC., ON ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING DIFFERENT FROM 
THE Blue, etc. which are productive of the COGNITION OF Blue, 
etc.,—SO ALSO THE EyE SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS THE CAUSE 
OF THAT COGNITION.—How COULD ANY OTHER THING, WHICH IS 
DIFFERENT FROM THE PRODUCTIVE CAUSE, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT ? 

—From all this follows the conclusion that there must 
BE inclusiveness ALSO AMONG THINGS.**— (1760-1762) 


COMMENTARY. 

“ If the Eye be held to be that which has a form exclusive of the Blue, 
otc.,—^and not any that is inclusive ; this is what is meant by the particle 
* eva ‘ alone ’ ;—in that case the Eye cannot be the cause of the perception 
of the Blue, etc. ; because it has been differentiated (excluded) from what is 
productive of that perception ;—^when a thing has been excluded from the 
Cause of a certain thing, it cannot be the Cause of that thing ; e.g. the Ear 
which, being differentiated from the Blue^ etc., which are the cause of the 
perception of the Blue, etc., is not the cause of the perception of the Blue, 
-etc. ;—the Eye also is (ex hypothesi) differentiated from the Blue, etc., which 
are the cause of the perception of Blue, etc.;—hence there is the possibility of 
an apprehension contrary to a universal truth. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not so [i.e. the Eye is not non-pro¬ 
ductive of the perception of Blue, etc.].—Hence the truth should be otherwise 
than this; that is, when one thing is productive of another, it cannot be 
excluded from the nature of being so productive,—e.g. the Blue, wliich is 
productive of the perception of Blue, cannot be excluded from its own nature ; 
—^and the Eye is actually productive of the percepticn of the Blue, etc. So 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

In the same way Blue, etc. may be made the Minor Term in the 
Reasoning. 

From all this it follows that there is inclusiveness among things. 

Thus through the contrary of the Reductio ad ahsurdum, it has been 
shown that the example cited is not admissible.—(1760-1762) 


The following might be.urged-“ The thing could be excluded from the 
other things and yet be productive of the Cognition; so that the Reductio 
cd Ahsurdum is Inconclusive 

This is what is answered in the following— 
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‘‘ If it were not as above, then, ‘ differentiation ’ BEING THE SAME 

IN BOTH OASES, WHY IS NOT THE EaR ALSO REGARDED AS PRO¬ 
DUCTIVE OF THE COGNITION OF BlUE, ETC.,—^JUST LIKE 
THE Eye, WHICH ALSO IS DIFFERENT FROM 
THE Colours ? ”—(1763) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The possibility of the Ear also being regarded as the cause of the 
cognition of Blue^ etc. is a proof of the contrary of the conclusion (arrived at 
by the Buddhist); but the difference is the same in both cases. The difference 
that there is between the Eye and the Bliie is the same as the difference be¬ 
tween the Ear and the Blv/e ; i.e. the Ear is as different from the Blue, etc. 
as the Eye is ”.—(1763) 

The answer to the above arguments of the Opponent is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1764-1775). 

The ‘ EXCLUSION ’ (differentiation) of the Eye, etc. from the Cause 
(of the Cognition of Blue) is not admitted, without qualifica¬ 
tion. Because the nature of the Eye, etc. is also regarded 
as the Cause ; and it is not possible for anything to be 

‘ excluded * FROM ITS OWN NATURE ; IF THERE WERE ' EXCLUSION ’ 
OF A THING FROM ITS OWN NATURE, THE THING WOULD BECOME 
DEVOID OF ALL CHARACTER. WhEN ‘ EXCLUSION ’ IS SPOKEN OF, 
IT IS EXCLUSION FROM ANOTHER CAUSE THAT IS MEANT ; WHAT 
IS MEANT BEING THAT THE Eye IS not of the form of that other 
CaIISE ;—AND THIS IS QUITE ACCEPTABLE TO US.—It IS NOT 
THAT WHAT IS PRODUCTIVE OF THE COGNITION IS DESCRIBED 
PRECISELY AS IT EXISTS. In FACT, ALL COGNITIONS PROCEED 
FROM THEIR OWN SPECIFIC CAUSES. If, ON THE GROUND OF 
THEIR BPHNG OF THE SAME NATURE, THEY WERE REGARDED AS 
A SINGLE PRODUCTIVE CaUSE,—THEN, AS THE SAID NATURE 
ITSELF IS THERE (AS THE CaU.SE), WHAT WOULD BE THE USE OF OTHER 
AUXILIARIES ?—If IT BE HELD THAT—‘ ON ACCOUNT OF DEFECTS 
IN OTHER PARTICULARS, THE ONE (NaTURE) IS NOT PRODUC¬ 
TIVE (OF THE Cognition) ’,—then (the answer is that) those 
CAUSES ARE incapable (of bringing about the cognition in 
question), BY REASON OF DIFFERENCE. 1f THERE WERE NO DIF¬ 
FERENCE, HOW COULD THEY BE DEFECTIVE ?—JuST AS, EVEN WHEN 
THERE IS DIFFERENCE—AS AMONG PARTICULAR THINGS,-EVERY¬ 

THING IS NOT THE CAUSE OF EVERY OTHER THING,—^IN THE SAME 

8 
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WAY, EVEN THOUGH THERE WOULD BE NO DIPFERENCE IN 

‘ Plurality yet there would be restriction (of only some 

CAUSES BRINGING ABOUT SOME EFFECTS). EvEN WHEN THERE IS 
DIFFERENCE, IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN THING THAT WOULD BE PRO¬ 
DUCTIVE OF THE PARTICULAR EFFECT BY REASON OF ITS NATURE. 
In THE CASE OF ‘ INCLUSIVENESS ’, HOW COULD THE ONE THING BE 
PRODUCTIVE AND NON-PRODUCTIVE OP THE SAME ONE THING ?— 

If there is difference in this case also,—the difference 

MAY BE there ; BUT IS THAT DIFFERENCE FROM THAT THING ONLY ? 

There can be no difference apart from the ‘ Inclusive * 
(productive cause) ; and this is non-productive. In fact, that 
alone is a real entity which is capable of effective action ; 

AND THIS ENTITY IS nou-inclusive ; AND FROM WHAT IS iucliisive, 
the EFFECT IS NOT PRODUCED. In FACT DIFFERENCE AND NON- 
DIFFERENCE CAN BE NOT-IMAGINARY (RbAL) ONLY IN RELATION TO 
THAT FORM OR NATURE IN REFERENCE TO WHICH THE MAN HAS RE¬ 
COURSE TO ACTIVITY. Otherwise the difference is there by its 
VERY ‘ NATURE AND THE ‘ GENERAL ’ CHARACTER ALSO IS THERE 
BEING DUE TO ‘ EXCLUSION ’. ThE THING ITSELF IS NOT ‘ INCLU¬ 
SIVE ’ (COMPREHENSIVE) ; AS IN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE MOST 
INCONGRUOUS ACTIVITIES.— (1764-1775) 

COMMENTARY. 

If mere ‘ differentiation from the character of the productive ’ is put 
forward without any qualification, as the Probans, then it cannot be ‘ ad¬ 
mitted *. Because as a matter of fact it is not admitted that there is 
imqualified ‘ differentiation ’ of the Eye^ etc, from the cliaracter of being 
productive; for the nature of the Eye, etc. also is regarded as productive ; 
why should then there be any such restriction as that the effect must always 
be produced by this Cause, not by another ? This Cause may produce it, 
and the other may also produce it; we see no incongruity in this. Under 
the circumstances, if the ‘ differentiation of the Eye, etc. * meant were 
without reservation of any kind, then there would be their differentiation 
from their own nature, which would mean that they are ‘ devoid of nature or 
character ’ (featureless). It is for this reason that there can be no differentia¬ 
tion of things from their own nature. 

If then, ‘ the differentiation of the Eye, etc. * meant to be the Probans 
be that from other productive causes (of Cognition)—than their own nature,— 
then the Probans is * inconclusive ’; as in that case what is differentiated 
from the other nature may not be of that nature, but it need not cease to be 
productive (of the cognition); because everything is productive, in its own 
form, not in the form of something else; and from that nature of itself in 
which it is hold to be productive, it has not been differentiated ;—^why then 
should it cease to be productive ? So that the Probans put up is found to be 
‘Inconclusive^. 
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If then» what is meant by ‘ not having the nature or charetcter of a 
certain thing ’ is exclusion by way of ‘ contradistinction *,—^then the argu¬ 
ment is superfluous; because ‘ differentiation of character * among things 
mutually is what is admitted by both parties. 

The compound ‘ atajjanakarilpatvam ’ is to be thus explained :—* That 
other cause ’ is the Colour, —^there is the nature or form of this,—^which is 
‘ atajjanakariXpa \ —and that which does not possess this form or character of 
the other Cause (Colour, etc.);—^that is, it has not the same character or form 
as Colour, etc.—Or, it may be taken as a Karinadhdraya first and then com¬ 
pounded with the negative term as BahuvrihL —Or again, it may be taken 
as a three-membered Bahuvrlhi. —[The sense remains the same under all 
these explanations]. 

There arises the following question;—“ In the bringing about of a 
certain effect,—^why should the independent (unmixed) productive character 
be attributed to the Eye, etc. themselves, by virtue of which these alone 
could be restricted to that effect ? ** 

The answer to this is that ‘ In fact, all cognitions proceed, etc, etc,' — 
This serves also to answer the objection urged to the effect that—“ the dif¬ 
ference of the Ear from the cognition being the same as that of the Eye, 
why should not the Ear be regarded as productive of it ? ”.—Thus then 
the ‘ nature ’ of tilings being restricted, even when there is difference, it is only 
one thing that is productive, not the other. There is nothing incongruous 
in this. 

If then the Eye, etc. were regarded as productive, on the ground of their 
having a common character, though different,—then that one nature of 
them would be productive and hence the only Cause ; which would mean that 
the effect proceeds from that alone ; and in that case, the other contributary 
causes would have to be regarded as useless. 

If it be urged that “ the one Cause cannot produce the effect, on accoimt 
of defects in other particulars ”,—then those particulars that are regarded 
as ‘ defective ’ would bo incapable, impotent ,—^why ?—by reason of difference ; 
i.e.—because they are different from that comprehensive * nature * which 
has been regarded as capable (of producing the effect in question); and if 
what is incapable happen to be defective, then that cannot hamper the 
production of the effect; as in that case anything might cease to be produced 
at all. 

It might be urged that—“ we do not regard the General and Particular 
aspects of things to be absolutely distinct, and hence the Reason put forward 

* by reason of difference * becomes inadmissible ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :—^If there were no difference, how could 
they be defective ? That is, if the Particulars are non-different from the 
General, then it should not be said that ‘ The one thing is not productive 
by reason of the defective character of particulars ’. Hdhce, when the 
General is there in its perfect form, those Particulars that are non-different 
from that General cannot be defective. When between two things, one does 
not always share the fate of the other, they cannot be of the same 

* nature ’. 
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Further, the incongruity urged is there in your case also : ‘ Presence ’ 
or ‘ Inclusion ’ being the same in all things, why does not everything pro¬ 
duce everything ? Just as, in your case, though the Presence or Inclusion 
is there in all cases, everything does not produce everything, so it would 
be in our case also. So there is no force in this. 

Then again, even when the difference is equally present in several things, 
it is only one thing, not others, that produces a certain effect; and this might 
be due to the restriction on the productiveness of things,—on the principle 
that the ‘ nature ’ of one thing is not the ‘ nature * of the other ; and there 
can be no incongruity in this. 

When however, the productiveness belongs to one comprehensive entity, 
—then one and the same entity would be productive as well as non-productive, 
—how could these two mutually contradictory affirmation and denial sub¬ 
sist in the same entity ? There could be no incongruity if they subsisted in 
different entities. This is what is meant by the words of the text—‘ Ekasya, 
etc, *, 'How could the one thimf be both productive ami non-productive, etc, 
etc, \ 

The following might be iu*ged—“ VV'e do not regard anything to be 
absolutely comprehensive (inclusive), on account of which there would be 
the incongniity of the same thing being both productive and non-productive 
of an effect;—^wdiat we hold is that there is difference also ; so that non- 
productiveness would not be incongruous 

There may be difference ; but it has to bo explained whether this dif¬ 
ference from the ‘ productive ’ nature is meant to belong to the same com¬ 
prehensive ‘ productive nature ’, or to another. It cannot belong to that 
same ; because there can be no exclusion (difference) of a thing from its own 
nature ; as in that case it would become nature-less (devoid of its character). 
Nor can it belong to another; if it is different, then, as it w^ould be of the 
productive nature, and not imperfect, it could not be regarded as non¬ 
productive ; if it w^ere, that w^ould lead to an absurdity. 

We grant that that same thing may be different from its own nature; 
even so, the incongruity of one and the same thing being both productive and 
non-productive remains unanswered. For instance, oven when the difference 
is there, it could not be effective in bringing about the one effect in fjuestion. 

‘ There can be no difference apart from its inclusion (or comprehonsiv^e- 
ness); in fact, it 'svould be tliat same inclusion ; so that the incongruity of 
the same tiling being lx>th productive and non-productive would still Vie there. 
—^The term ‘ anvaya ’ (Inclusion) here stands for that which is comprehensive 
or inclusive, —i.e. the productive nature,- The particle ‘ nanu ’ is meant only 
to emphasise what is said. 

Then again, it is found from positive and negative concomitance that the 
Effect is produced from Particulars only,—hence these Particulars them¬ 
selves should 1 j^ regarded as associated with Specific Individualities, which 
latter therefore do not necessarily indicate the ‘ Universal ’ or General 
aspect of things ; Ijecause the character of the ‘ Entity ’ consists in capacity 
for effective action. Under the circumstances, whether the General is different 
from the Specific Individuality—or non-different from it—does not con- 
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cern the man who seeks only for effective action and who is not concerned 
with the said difference or non^difference ; as a matter of fact, when the 
Man seeks for effective action, he has recourse to that which he considers 
fit for that action ; and he ponders over the difference or non-difference of 
only that thing ; and lie does not ponder over them simply because he likes 
to do it. 

‘ Otherwise \ —i.e. if Difference (Exclusiveness) and Non-difference (Incon- 
cluvsiveness) are not regarded as reaU —then, of the thing capable of effective 
action, there would be real difference or excliLsiveness, in its own form,—and the 
General or inclusive character would be there, through the ‘ exclusion ’ (of 
all other things), which would be determined by the Conceptual Content. So 
that there would be no dispute on this point. 

It is only to this extent that the man seeking for activity has recourse 
to the consideration of Difference in general ; and where would there be any 
need for liis considering any such General entity as is not capable of 
effective action ? 

It might be argued that—“The thing itself may be the General, —(the 
comprehensive factor),—^why assume exclusion at all ? ” 

The answer to that is—‘ The Thing itself, etc. etc. ’—^That is, if the form 
of the Cloth were present in the Jar, then the man seeking to carry Honey 
or Water might take up the Cloth ; and there would bo other such incongruous 
activities. The other likely incongruities meant are all things being produced 
and destroyed at the same time and so forth.—(1764-1775) 

It may bo that other people also, like the Buddliists, accept the view 
that ‘ the various Ceneralities (Universals, Commonalties) are assumed on 
the basis of things from which a certain thing is not not-excluded, and these 
Ceneralities embrace the Particulars (Individuals) — 

In view of tliis, the following remark is made :— 


TEXT (1776). 

In case the ‘variegated character’ of things spoken of refers 

ONLY TO CONCEPTUAL CREATION (FaNCY),—THEN WHAT WOULD 
BE THE DIFFERENCE IN THE ASSERTIONS MADE BY 

‘ Vipras ’, ‘ Nirgranthas ’ and ‘ Kdpilas ’ ? 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Variegated character ’—Difference, Diversity.—(1776) 


The following Texts set forth Kumarila’s view on the subject;— 
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TEXTS (1777-1778). 

“ When the Pot is broken up and a Dish is made (of the same 
gold), the man wanting the former becomes sorry, while 
the man wanting the latter becomes glad, while 
ONE wanting only THE GOLD REMAINS NEUTRAL. 

Thus the thing has three aspects ; and the said 
^ three ideas would not be possible if 

THERE were NO PRODUCTION, CONTI¬ 
NUANCE AND DESTRUCTION OF 
THINGS. * * [Shhkavdrtika — Vana- 

vdda, 21-221.—(1777- 
1778) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumdrila argues as follows :—“ Inasmuch as all things are capable of 
being born, continuing to exist and l)eing destroyed,—^the>' have three 
aspects. That this is so is shown by the fact that a single thing can bring 
about three effects : For instance, when the Pot is broken up and made into 
a Dish, sorrow is produced in the man who wanted the former, while 
pleasure is produced in one who wanted the latter, while there is indifference 
in the man who wanted only gold. If the thing had only one aspect, then 
the idea produced by it would be of only one kind, not of three kinds. 

* Vardhamdnaka ’ and ‘ Rmhoika ’ are particular kinds of utensils.— 
(1778) 

The following might be urged (against Kumdrila )—^If it is admitted that 
the Entity has three aspects,—even so, how does it follow that the three 
aspects consist of Destruction (Continuance and Production) ? 

Answer (from Kumdrila ):— 


TEXT (1779). 

‘‘ As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO SoTTOW WITHOUT destruction, 
AND THERE CAN BE NO Happiness WITHOUT production', and there 
CAN BE NO Neutrality without continuance. It is in 
THIS WAY THAT THE UNIVERSAL (COM¬ 
MONALTY) IS ETERNAL.’ 

— Vanavdda, 23].—(1779) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It is in this way, etc, etc, ’;—^Because there can be no indifference 
without Continuance, therefore—^i.e. on account of the invariable con¬ 
comitance between Neutrality and Continuance,—the Universal—* Gold ’ 
is understood to be eternal.—(1779) 

The answer to the above arguments of Kumdrila is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1780-1783). 

This is not bight ; because of the absence of a common substbatum ; 
Pboduction, Continuance and Destbuction cannot have the 

SAME substbatum ; FOB IF THEY HAD, IT WOULD INVOLVE THE PBBS- 
ENCE AT THE SAME TIME OF ALL THESE MUTUALLY CONTBADICTOBY 

PBOPEBTiES. All this would be fbbe fbom difficulties undbb 
the doctbine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’; for why should any 

MAN BE SORRY AT THE ABSOLUTE DESTRUCTION OF GOLD IN THE 
FORM OF THE POT ? WhY TOO SHOULD THERE BE ANY JOY AT THE 
PRODUCTION OF THE GOLD IN THE NEW FORM OF THE DiSH ? As 

FOR continuance, there is none, of anything at all.— (1780- 
1783). 

COMMENTARY. 

The principal sentence is * because of the absence of a common substratum *; 
this is explained in wliat follows—‘ Production, Continuance, etc, etc, —If a 
single entity had the tliree aspects of Production and the rest,—then it 
would mean that all these three—Production, Continuance and Destruction— 
are there in the thing at one and the same time ; and yet it cannot be 
possible for these mutually contradictory properties to be present in anything 
at one and the same time ; as otherwise, they would not be contradictories 
at all. 

Question —“ How then can there be the three notions described ? ” 

In answer to this the Text shows how this is possible—‘ All this, etc, etc, ’ 
When the Gold in the shape of the Pot is destroyed by itself—why should 
any man so wanting it be sorry for it ? Why too, on the production of a 
new thing in the shape of the Dish out of the Gold, should one be happy ? As 
for contimiance, there can be no such thing for anything of the nature of 
Gold ; as both Production and Destruction are absolute without any con¬ 
nection with anytfung (past or future).—(1780-1783) 

Question :—“ If that be so, then how is there the feeling of Indifference ? *’ 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (1784-1785). 

When the dull-witted man perceives the two things made of gold, 

HE LOOKS UPON IT AS A CASE OF THE APPEARANCE OF SIMILAR 
PRODUCTS AND THEREBY COMES TO THINK OP IT AS SOMETHING 
LASTING.—If THE GOLD ITSELF HAD A LASTING FORM, THEN 
THAT FORM, IN THE SHAPE OF THE Dish, COULD BE 
PERCEIVED IN ITS PRECEDING AND SUCCEEDING 
STATES ALSO ; OR ELSE, THERE WOULD BE 
DIVERSITY.— (1784-1785) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the dull-witted man perceives the two things—^the Pot and the 
Dish—^made of gold,—though perceiving it, he is not able to distinguish 
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between the characters of the two things, being deceived by the appearance 
of another similar thing,—and then he has the idea of being similar pro- 
ductSy which is the cause of his illusion, he concludes that the Gold has 
continued to remain all the time. 

‘ Samdndparabhdvina' ;—though the common character of being rogation 
of not-gold, the two articles are regarded as the same or similar; and the 
man regards it as a case of the birth of two things with a common character. 

Question :—“ How do you know that the man regards the gold as some- 
tliing lasting, on accomit of being deceived by the appearance of common 
products ;—and not on account of the gold being really lasting ? ” 

Ansiuer \ —‘// the gold, etc. etc. *—If eternality did belong to the gold, 
then the Dish also would be perceived in the Pot, which is perceptible. ‘ Other- 
vnse ’—if the Dish is not perceived when the gold is in the state of the Pot, 
which should be perceptible,—or if the Pot is not perceived when the gold 
is in the state of the Dish, which should be perceptible,—then there is clear 
difference between the two (Dish and Pot); and as the gold is not-different 
from them, like its own natiu*e—^tho gold also becomes diverse. It is in 
view of all this that the Text says—‘ Or else, there would be diversity \ 

Under Text 1717—“// the said entity, etc. etc. ”—a Reason has been 
put forward in proof of the Diverse clmracter of things. 

The only objection we have to urge against that is that it is superfluous • 
[proving what is already admitted].—(1784-1785) 


End of Chapter XK. 


CHAPTER XXI. 


Examination of the doctrine of ‘ Traikalya '—‘ Things 
continuing to exist during three points of Time' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 4, the True Doctrine h&H been called ‘ Immobile ’ ; the 
Author proceeds to support that idea. 


TEXT (1786). 

On the ground of the Gold continuing to be the same, when 
IT COMES to be regarded AS SOMETHING PERMANENT,—SOME 

Buddhists also hold (on the basis of this) that 

THE THING (BY ITSELF PERMANENT) PASSES 
THROUGH DIVERSE STATES.— (1786) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Buddhist Doctrine is that ‘ there is nothing that has continued 
existence ’ ; against tliis, the following objection is urged:—“ How can it 
be said that ‘ there is nothing that has continued existence ’—^when as a 
matter of fact, some Buddhists (of the Vaibha^ika-Realistic-School) also.— 
like Dharmatrdta and others—^havo accepted the view that an object con¬ 
tinues to exist at three points of time, tlirough its diverse states ;—this 
view is held on the analogy of the Gold (discussed above) continuing to exist 
(in the state of the Pot and that of the Dish) ? ” 

This same idea is further expounded in the following texts : — 


TEXTS (1787-1790). 

‘‘Just as Gold does not abandon its colour, even when there are 

DIFFERENCES IN ITS STATE,—SIMILARLY UNDER ALL ITS STATES, 
THE ENTITY DOES NOT ABANDON ITS CHARACTER OF ‘ SUBSTANCE *.— 
If IT WERE NOT SO, THEN THE COGNITION OF PAST AND FUTURE 
THINGS WOULD BE OBJECT-LESS.— HoW AGAIN, IS IT THAT IT HAS BEEN 
ASSERTED BY Tdyiu THAT COGNITION RESTS UPON THESE TWO ? — 

How AGAIN IS Action, which is past and has no further 

EXISTENCE, HELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OF RESULTS ? HoW TOO 

COULD Mystics have the distinct cognition of past and future 
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THINGS ?—From all this it follows that Past and Future 

THINGS ARE NOT THE OBJECTS OF MERE ‘ NEGATION OF SUBSTANCE *, 

—BECAUSE THEY ARE INCLUDED UNDER THE CHARACTER OF THE 

‘ STATES ETC.,—JUST LIKE THE PRESENT THING.”—(1787-1790) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the Buddhist writers (referred to under Text 1786) are the 
following :— 

(1) BhudarUa-Dharmatrdta —^the upholder of the view that while the 
thing undergoes changes, it remains substantially the same. He argues 
as follows :—^When a certain thing has entered into its course of existence, 
there is change only in its mode of existence, not in the substance ; for instance, 
the substance Gold undergoes several changes through which it comes to be 
called the ‘ armlet ’, ‘ necklet ‘ ear-ring ’ and so forth,—^but there is no 
change in the Gold itself. In the same way, the object is something different 
from the Future, and other ‘ modes *. For instance, when a certain object 
abandons its * future ’ Mode and reaches the ‘ present ’ Mode ;—and when it 
renounces its ‘ present ’ Mode, it reaches the ‘ past ’ Mode,—and yet the Object 
itself does not change ; as throughout the three Modes, the same character 
of the ‘ substance ’ continues. If it were not so, the ‘ future ‘ present ’ 
and ‘ past ’ objects would be entirely different from one another.—What is 
it that is meant by the term ‘ bhdva ’, ‘ Mode ’, here ?—^It is a particular 
quality on which the notions of * Past,’ etc. are based.” 

(2) Bhadanta-Oho§a1ca —^holds that the changes imdergone by the Object 
are in its character. He argues as follows :—” When the Object has entered 
into its course of existence, it is said to be ‘ past ’, when it has the charac¬ 
ter of the ‘ past’, but is not entirely deprived of the character of the ‘ future ’ 
and the ‘ present ’ : for example, a man may be attached to one woman, 
but he need not bo disgusted with other women. Similarly when the Object 
is ‘ future ’ or ‘ present ’ [it lias these characters, but is not entirel}^ devoid 
of the other two characters].”—^The difference between this view and the pre¬ 
vious one is that under tliis view things are spoken of as ‘ past ’ on account 
of the actual presence of a particular character. 

(3) Bhadanta-Vasumltra —^holds the view that tlie changes undergone 
by things is in their aspects or states. He argues as follows :—” When 
a thing has entered the course of existence, it is spoken of variously, according 
to its varying aspects (or conditions); and these variations relate to the 
aspect, not to the substance ; as the Substance remains the same at all three 
points of time. For example, when the clay counting-piece is placed in the 
place of Units, it is denominated ‘one’, when placed in the place 
of Hundreds, it is denominated ‘ himdred ’, and |in place of Thousands, 
it is denominated a ‘ thousand ’. Similarly when the thing is in the state 
of activity, it is called ‘ present ’ ; and when it has ceased from activity, it 
is ‘ past ’, and while it has not become active at all, it is ‘ future So that 
things are spoken of in accordance with their states, as in the case of the 
clay counting-piece, where there is no change in the nature of the Substance ; 
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only different denominations are assigned to it in accordance with its varying 
position, which makes it indicative of varying numbers 

(4) Buddha-deva (a writer of the second century A.D.)—^holds the 
view that the changes are due to changes in ‘ Relativity —^Ho argues as 
follows :—“ When an object has entered its course of existence, it is called 
one or the other in relation to what has gone before and what is to come. 
For instance, the same woman is called ‘ mother * as well as ‘ daughter * ; 
and the usage in question is also dependent upon the past and the future ; 
when a thing has something before it, but nothing after it, it is called ‘ future * ; 
when it has something before it and also something after it, it is called 
‘ present *; and when it has something after it, but nothing before it, it is 
called ‘ past 

All these four Buddhists are Asti-vddinSf Realists (upholding the view 
that things have real and permanent existence),—called respectively; (1) 
‘ Mode-changers’, Bhdva-vddin, (2) Lak^anamdln, ‘ Character-changers(3) 
Avasthdvddin, ‘Aspect-changers* and (4)Anyathdnyathika, ‘Relative changers’. 

(1) Of these, the first (Dharmatrata.the Mode-changer) does not differ 

from the Sdhkhya, who holds the ‘ Modification ’ theory. So that the refuta¬ 
tion that has been put forward against the Sdnkhya is applicable to this 
Buddhist Realist. For instance, would the ‘modification* come about without 
the abandoning of the previous mode or after its abandonment ? If the 
fonnor, then there would be comingling and confusion of the Modes. If the 
latter, then that would be incompatible with the permanent existence of 
tilings. 

(2) As regards the second view (that of Qho^aka), —^here also there would 
be the same comingling and confusion; as all tilings may have all characters. 
As regards the man (falling in love with on© woman, which has been cited 
as an example), he is spoken of as ‘ attached * (or ‘ in love ’) on account of 
the appearance of Attaehfnent, wluch is a totally different thing ; and he is 
said to be ‘ not disgusted’, when there is mere association (meeting together) ; 
in the case of the ordinary thing however, there is no appearance of the 
‘ character nor the mere association of ‘ character ’,—^wliich would con¬ 
stitute the ‘ attainment ’ of it by the thing ; as, if it were, then like ‘ attain¬ 
ment the ‘ cliaracter ’ also would become something different from the 
thing. Thus there is no analogy between the two cases—the case in question 
and that of the example cited. 

(3) As regards the third view (of Va^umitra ),—that the changes in things 
are due to variations in their aspects or states of activity ,—its refutation is 
going to be set forth in detail below. 

(4) As regards the fourth view (that of Buddhadlva), it involves the incon¬ 
gruity of three states occurring under the same state. For instance, tuider the 
‘ Past ’ state, the preceding and the .succeeding moments would be ‘ past ’ 
and ‘ future * and the ‘ middle ’ moment would be the * present ’. This 
criticism against this is quite clear. 


The Examination of the ‘ Idea of things continuing to exist during the 
Three Points of Time’ proceeds in the Text, only with reference to the 
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third among the above views—[i.e. the view of Vasumitra, that the changes 
in things are due to the variations in their states of activity].—^What lias 
been stated in connection with the example of Gold (imder Texts 1786-1787) 
is only an indication of the thesis of all these writers,—and it is not in strict 
reference to the view of Dharrnatrdta only (the first of the views described). 
This is clear from what is going to be said (under Text 1791)—‘ As regards the 
distinction among things duo to their states of activity, etc. etc.’ ;—and 
under the view of Dharrnatrdta the distinction is not based upon states of 
activity ; it is only under Vasumltra^s view that it is so. 

This view (Vnsnm'itra^s) is as follows :— 

“ If the ‘ Past ’ and the ‘ Future ’ were not there, then such notions as 
‘There lived MaMsamnmta\ 'ShaiMchaisi going to be an all-world sover¬ 
eign ’ and so forth,—which involve the idea of what is past and what is 
going to be —would be entirely baseless ; in fact, the Object not being there, the 
Idea also could not be there ; because in regard to the case of everything, the 
Idea is in the form in which the Object is cognised ; so that if the cognised 
Object is not there, there is nothing tliat could be apprehended by the Cogni¬ 
tion ; hence there would bo no Cognition (or Idea) at all. 

“ Further, the Blessed One has declared that ‘Every cognition is produced 
on the basis of two tilings.—Which two things ?—The Eye and the Colours 
and the Mental Fiuiction ’. If then the Past and the Future are not there, 
the cognition based upon these would not be on the basis of two things ; so 
that there would be incompatibility with the scriptures. 

“ Further, a past act could not bring about its fruit, if it were devoid of 
essence and devoid of existence, at the time of the appearance of the fruit, 
as the cause of that fruit would not be there ; what is non-existent cannot 
have the capacity to produce an effect; as ‘ non-existence ’ consists in the 
absence of all capacity, 

“Then again, such ideas as ‘Mandhana Devadatta lived’, ‘ the world- 
sovereign Shahkha shall be Maitreya Tathagata’,—^which appear distinctly 
and severally in the minds of Mystics, in regard to the Past and the Future, 
could not be possible ; as there can bo no distinction among things that are 
non-existent. 

“ FYom all this it follows tliat past and future entities, like Shrlharsa 
and others, cannot be regarded as mere ‘ negations of substance ’,—because 
they have been declared as ‘ to he included under the states ’.—^^Che Blessed 
Lord has declared as follows :—‘ O Bhik^us, if the Past form had not existed, 
then the noble Shrdvaka would not have heard and been entirely in¬ 
different regarding past forms ; hence, bt^cause there is a Past form of 
things, therefore the noble Shrdvaka has heard and has thus become indifferent 
to the Pas.t. All this severally would be much too detailed ; hence thus 
whatever form has been past or is in future, —all this is spoken of briefly as 
Colour-phase ’.” 

In the compound (in the text)—‘ Adhvasangraha, etc. etc.\ —the term 
‘ adhvasangraha ’ stands for Colour, etc., in the sense that they are ‘ included 
under the states ’. 

The ‘ Etc.* includes ‘ Sensation ’ and other Phases. 
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The second * ddi ’ implies the further reason that all these have been 
taught as consisting of suffering, transitory as a whole, devoid of the Soul, 
and so forth.—(1787-1790) 

The following might be urged :—‘ Like Akdsha, all tilings are always 
existent; hence there can be no idea of the Paat^ etc.* 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1791-1793). 

In this CONNECTION, THERE SHOULD BE NO SUCH COGITATION AS TO 
HOW THIS DIVERSITY IN THE states COMES ABOUT. BECAUSE THIS 
DISTINCTION AMONG THE STATES IS CONCEIVED ON THE BASIS OF 

activity. That which is engaged in activity is called ‘ Present ’; 
THAT which has CEASED FROM ACTIVITY IS CALLED ‘ PaST ’ ; AND THAT 
WHICH HAS NOT YET ATTAINED ACTIVITY IS CALLED ‘ FUTURE — 
The ‘ ACTIVITY ’ of things serves ONLY TO ‘ PROJECT ’ THE RESULT, 
NOT TO PRODUCE IT. As THERE CAN BE NO SUCH ‘ PROJECTING ’ IN 
' THE CASE OF PaST THINGS, THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF ACTIVITY 

IN THEM.”— (1791-1793) 

COMMENTARY. 

The various states are determined through activity; that wliich is 
engaged in activity is ‘ Present ’ ; that of wliich the activity has ceased is 
‘ Past ’ and that which has not yet attained Activity is ‘ future ’. 

Objection :—“ What is it that is meant by ‘ Kdritra ’, * Activity ’, in this 
connection ?—If it is operation, in the sliapo of seeing and the rest,—o.g. 
seeing and the rest are the ‘ activity * of the Eye and other organs,—since 
the Eye sees, the Ear hears, the Nose smells, the Tongue tastes, —and Cognition 
also is the Cogniser, as it is that which cognises things; and thus Colour, 
etc. become perceptible by the Senses ;—^if this is what is meant by 
‘ activity then, oven when the Man has been born, if the Eye, wliich shares 
the fate of the body, has no activity, the man (or the Eye)—could not be 
regarded as ‘ present ’.—Secondly, activity may be held to consist in the 
giving (producing) and receiving of the fruit,—for instance, the caste and other 
properties of man, which are born along with the Eye, are the result (fruit) 
of human effort; the Visual organ (E^ e) or the supervising Deity, or 
Vibration brings about human effort; and it is by reason of bringing about 
this result that the Eye becomes a cause, and hence comes to be spoken of as 
‘ present ’.—^Under tliis definition of ‘ activity ’, even Past things, being 
held to be productive of all-embracing results sharing the same fate, would 
have to be regarded as ‘ Present ’.—^Thirdly, it may be held that the 
‘ Activity ’ meant here is that which gives and takes all sorts of results.— 
In that case, the Past, being the cause of some part of such results, would 
have to be regarded as ‘ Half-present 
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In view of this objection, Achdrya Sahantahhadra has offered the following 
explanation :—^What is called the ‘ activity * of things is the potency of 
projecting the Result,—^not of producing it; the Past and other things, which 
are only partial causes, do not project the result; it is only in the ‘ present * 
state that the Result is projected (thrown out) by its cause. Nor can there be 
‘ projection * of what has been already projected, as that would lead to an 
infinite regress. Thus there being no ‘ activity * possible in what is ‘ past 
there can be no confusion in the character of these (Past, Future and Present). 
—(1791-1793) 

The following Texts answer the above arguments (of the Realist 
Buddhist):— 


TEXTS (1794-1796). 

These people will have to admit that this ‘ activity ’ is either 

DIFFERENT FROM, OR THE SAME AS, THE OBJECT CONCERNED ; AS 
THEBE CAN BE NO OTHER WAY IN WHICH IT CAN REALLY EXIST.— 
If IT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT, THEN THE PaST 

AND Future states of ‘ Present ’ things would have to be 

REGARDED AS FORMLESS,—BECAUSE THEY ARE ‘ CAUSES ’ AND ARB 
‘ EMBELLISHED ’, AND SO FORTH,—LIKE THE ACTIVITY. OTHERWISE, 
THE THINGS WOULD BE EVERLASTING ; AS THE ‘ FORM ’ WOULD BE 
THERE ALL THE TIME ; AND APART FROM THIS, THERE IS NO OTHER 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE ‘ EVERLASTING — (1794-1796) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said Activity will have to be regarded by these people either as 
different from, or the same as, the Entity; as there can be nothing apart from 
both ‘ difference ’ and ‘ non-difference as these are mutually exclusive ; the 
affirmation of one being invariably concomitant with the denial of the other ; 
and there is no other way in which the thing can exist. 

If then the Activity is something different from the Entity, then the Past 
and Future states of Present things would have to be regarded as ‘ formless 
—^because of their being causes and being embellished^ —like the Activity.— 
The term ‘ and so forth ’ is meant to include ‘ being an entity ’ and so forth.— 
Otherwise —^that is, if, they were not formless in the Past and in the Future,— 
then, all ‘ embellished ’ things would have to be regarded as eternal; as the 
‘ form * (or Nature) would be always there ; and the ‘ eternality ’ of a thing is 
nothing more than being always there ; as declared in the following words— 

‘ The learned men regard that Form as eternal which is never destroyed ’.— 
(1794-1796) 

The following might be urged :—“ If eternality is a potency,—then how 
can the two Reasons—‘ being cause ’ and ‘ being embellished *—escape from 
being not incompatible with the contrary of .the Probandum ? ” 

This is answered in the following— 
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TEXTS (1797-1798). 

The idea of the eternal thing being a cause has already been 

REJECTED BEFORE—ON THE GROUND OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF ITS 

EFFECTS APPEARING EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR SIMULTANEOUSLY. 

As FOR being embellished^ this is clearly impossible in 
AN eternal thing.—^When ‘ Activity ’ is described 

AS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE ‘ PHASES ’ AND 
OTHER THINGS (POSTULATED BY BUDDHISTS), 

THERE IS THE IRRESISTIBLE CONTRADIC¬ 
TION OF YOUR OWN DOCTRINES.— 

(1797-1798) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ’—i.e. under the chapter on the * Permanence of Things *. 

All that is ‘ embellished ’ has been held to be non-eternal, hence the 
character of being embellished cannot belong to an eternal entity;—this is 
clearly understood. 

Further, when the ‘ Activity ’ is described as something different from 
the ‘ Phases ’ (Skandhas) and the ‘ Inner Receptacles ’ {AycUana ^),—there is 
clear contradiction of your own (Buddhist) doctrine ; as the Blessed Lord has 
declared as follows—“ All tilings, O BrSlimana, are included in the Five 
‘ Phases ’ and the Twelve ‘ Receptacles * and the Eighteen ‘ Substances — 
(1797-1798) 


TEXTS (1799-1800). 

If, on the OTHER HAND, THE ‘ ACTIVITY ’ IS UOt different FROM THE 
Entity, then, being inseparable from the entity, it would 
BE there at all TIMES, JUST LIKE THE NATURE OF THE 

Entity; and in that case, the division among the 

STATES COULD NOT BE MADE ON THE BASIS OF 
THIS ACTIVITY ; AS THERE COULD BE NO SUCH 
DISTINCTION AS THAT BETWEEN Cessation, 

AND non-attainment, of the said 
Activity.— (1799-1800) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Activity is held to be non-different from the Entity, then like the 
nature of things, it would be inseparable from the Entity; tlie Activity also 
would be something existing at all times ; and in that case there could be 
no such distinction among states as that—^that which has ceased from activity 
is ‘ Past ’, that which is still active is ‘ Present ’, and that which has not yet 
attained Activity is ‘ Futiue ’. Because if the Activity were distinguishable 
into * attained ’ and * not attained *,—then alone could the said distinction be 
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possible ; the said distinguishing however is not possible ; because there can 
be no such distinction in the case of what is always present in the same form 
->-(1799-1800) 


TEXT (1801). 

Or (conversely), because it would be non-different from the 
Activity—the Entity, like the Activity, would be devoid 
OF THE ‘ previous ’ AND ‘ LATER * CONDITIONS, AND 
WOULD have ITS SOLE EXISTENCE IN THE 

middle (present). —(1801) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, being non-different from Activity, tlie Entity also would have 
only such existence as is devoid of the previous and later ends,—^liko Activity 
itself. 

The compound ‘ Purvdpara, etc * is to be explained as ‘ that wliich has 
its all—sole existence—in the middle,—being devoid of the two ends of the 
‘ previous ’ and the ‘ later ’.—(1801) 

In the following Texts the Author laughs at the other party for expounding 
mutually contradictory doctrines :— 


TEXTS (1802.1803). 

Activity is not there always,—and the entity is described as 

BEING there at ALL TIMES,—AND YET THE ACTIVITY IS SAID 
TO BE NON-DIFFERENT FROM THE ENTITY ;—CERTAINLY THIS 
IS CONDUCT WORTHY OF A DIVINE BEING 1—EvEN IF IT BE 
HELD THAT THE EXISTENCE OF THE STATES (iN THE 

Activity itself) is dependent upon other 

ACTIVITIES,—the SAME QUESTION WOULD BE 
equally well raised against that 
VIEW ALSO. —(1802-1803) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, it comes to this that the Entities, Colour and 
the rest, do not exist at all times, as they are non-different from Activity. 
Tliis is shown in the Text—‘ The Entity, etc, etc,* 

For the following reason also the Activity must be something different 
from the Entity—‘ And the Activity is non-dijferent, etc. etc.*, 

‘ Divine Beings ’—God and the like ; who act and live independently, 
not minding what is proper and what is improper; and just as their beha^dour 
is unreasonable, so also is the conduct of the philosopher under review. 
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Then again, if the Activity itself is regarded as ‘ future without another 
Activity, then it should not be said that the states are determined by Activity ; 
as that would not be true; inasmuch as in the case of Activity itself its 
‘ future ’ and other states are determined on the basis of its own existence; 
and in the same manner the ‘future’ and other states of Entities also could 
be determined on the basis of their own existence. 

In order to avoid this objection it might be held that, in the case of 
Activity also, there would be another Activity, which would be the deter¬ 
mining factor.—^But in that case also the same question—as to its being 
different or non-different from the former Activity,—^would arise. And this 
would be open to the further defect that it would involve an infinite regress.— 
(1802-1803) 

It has been pointed out that if the Activity is non-different from the 
Entity, it must be there at all times,—^like the form or nature of the Entity 
itself.— Bhadanta-Sahantahhadra has offered an answer to that, which is 
anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1804-1805). 

“ Properties distinct from the Entity have also been found to 

QUALIFY IT ; FOR INSTANCE, THE QUALITY OP ‘ RESISTANCE ' ”,— 

IF THIS IS URGED, THIS CANNOT HELP THE MATTER UNDER 
DISCUSSION; SUCH CHARACTERS AS THAT OF RESISTANCE 
AND THE LIKE ARE NOT PRESENT IN THE ENTITY 
AT ALL times; THEY HAVE BEEN REGARDED AS 
OCCASIONAL ; BECAUSE THE ENTITY 
ITSELF IS PRODUCED IN THAT WAY. 

-(1804-1805) 

COMMENTARY. 

“As a matter of fact, Properties distinct from the Entity and yet 
qualifying it have been found; for example, the character of Resistance 
and the like found in Earth and other things. These things—Earth, etc.— 
as Categories, —^are all the same ; and yet these are found to be ‘ resistant ’ 
and ‘ non-resistant ‘ similar ’ and ‘ dissimilar ’,—^thus being qualified by 
properties which are distinct from the form of the tilings themselves. In the 
same manner, the Entity could be qualified by Activity, which may be 
different from the Entity itself.” 

This explanation will not help the present topic. The topic under con¬ 
sideration is this—^If the Activity is regarded as non-different from the 
Thing,—^then there can be no distinction in the Activity which, being of the 
same nature as the Entity, could not serve to determine the distinction 
among the states (as ‘Past’, etc.).—^As regards Earth and the other things 
(that have been cited by Bhc^rUa-Sahantahhadra ),—they are distinct from 

9 
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one another by reason of their being associated wivh mutually divergent 
characters,—and hence it is that while some are ‘ resistant others are ‘ non- 
resistant *; as is foimd in the case of ‘ Sensation etc. ; but it is not that 
those same are ’ non-resistant ’ which are ‘ resistant ’ ; and this for the same 
reason that there is no comprehensive entity in the form of ‘ Category \ b,v 
virtue of which the qualities of ‘ Resistance *, etc. could be occasional. In 
fact, what happens is that the Entity itself, which is impartite, and is 
‘ excluded from like and unlike things ’,— is produced in that way. For 
these reasons it is not right that any property, other than the form of the 
Entity itself, should distinguish any single Entity.—(1804-1806) 

Question ;—“ How then is it that there is such an expression as ‘ liupasya 
sapratighatvam \ ‘ Resistance of the Form *, where the two appear as different 
from one another,—^if a property non-different from a thing cannot servo to 
distinguish it ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1806). 

It is the Entity itself, when it does not indicate ‘ difference 

FROM other things THAT IS SPOKEN OF BY THE WORDS ‘ IT IS 
OF THE FORM ’ ; JUST AS ‘ DISPOSITION ' IS SPOKEN 
OF AS ‘ OF THE MiND — (1806) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ When it does not, etc, etc,' ;—that is, when it ignores the difference from 
other things. 

‘ Spoken of as^ etc,' —i.e. as if it wore something different. 

‘ It is of the form, etc,' —‘ It ’ stands for ‘ Resistance 

‘ By the words ', —i.e. by the expression ‘ Resistance of the Form ’. 

An example is cited—‘ .^45 Disposition, etc, etc, ', 

The term ‘ api cha ' shovild be understood in the cmnulativ’^e sense.— 

( 1806 ) 

The same writer {Bhadanta-Sahantabhadra) has argued as follows :— 
“ Activity is not something different from the Entity,—as it is not found to 
have any nature apart from that.—^Nor is it the Entity only; because even 
though it forms its very natiuo, yet it is non-existent at times.—Nor is it 
a particular (form of it), as the Activity has had no previous existence. In 
fact, the ‘ Activity ’ is like the ‘ Chain ’ (Series): the consecutive birth of 
the Entity is called the ‘ Chain ’ (or Series),—and yet it is not something 
different from the Entity, as it is always apprehended as not-separate from it; 
nor is it the Entity only, as in that case even a single ‘ Moment * would have 
to be regarded as the ‘ Chain ’;—^and yet with all this, it cannot be said that 
the Chain does not exist; because its effects are found to exist.—[Similar 
is the case with ‘ Activity *].—^All this has been thus asserted—‘ It is admitted 
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that there are effects of the Chain,—and yet the Chain, as such, is nowhere 
existent (by itself, apart from the Entity); similar should be understood to 
be the case with ‘ Activity as bringing about the states 
The answer to tliis is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1807-1809). 

If the ‘ Activity ’ is described as ‘ neither same nor different 
LIKE THE ‘ Chain etc.,—then it becomes purely ‘ illusory ’; 

AND THUS BEING PURELY IMAGINARY, LIKE THE ‘ CHAIN IT 
COULD SERVE NO USEFUL PURPOSE IN REGARD TO ANY 
effect ; AS IT IS ONLY A REAL ENTITY THAT IS CAPABLE 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION. ThUS THEN, AS THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ‘ ACTIVITY * WOULD NOT BE 
REAL, ANY DETERMINING OF THE STATES 
BASED UPON THAT ‘ ACTIVITY ’ 

COULD NOT BE Teal, — 

(1807-1809) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Like the Chain, etcJ* —the ‘ etc.’ is meant to include the ‘ Aggregate ^ 
and such things.— 

The ‘ Chain ’ is incapable of being spoken of as either different or 
non-different from the links of the cliain; hence, like the ‘ Pudgala ’ (Body) 
it is featureless, devoid of form ;—^in the same way the ‘ Activity ’ in question 
also would bo featureless ;—when there is some feature (or form), it is necessary 
that it should be either different or non-different. Thus then, the Activity in 
question being purely imaginary, it could not serve any useful purpose in the 
bringing about of any effect; just like the ‘ Chain *. The ‘ Chain which 
is pm*ely a creature of fancy, does not serve any useful purpose towards any 
effect, because it is featureless ; and the appearance of an effect is inseparably 
connected with some feature (or character). Hence it is only an entity,. 
which has tlie form of a ‘ link in the chain ’ that is capable of effective action, 
—not the imaginary ‘Chain’. From this it follows that the ‘Activity’ in 
question having a purely imaginary existence,—there can be no real presence 
of it, either before or after anything, and consequently any notions of the 
distinct ‘ states * determined upon the basis of such Activity must also be 
imaginary, not real, —(1807-1809) 


Says the other party—“ It may be that the Activity has a purely 
imaginary existence ; and hence the distinction of the states based thereupon 
may also be only imaginary ;—^what is the harm in that ? ”—^This is the 
view taken up in the following— 
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TEXTS (1810-1816). 

Firstly, the Activity in question consists in * the capacity to thbow 
OUT Results * and is capable op being spoken op ; how can it 

BE SAID TO HAVE AN IMAGINAEY EXISTENCE, WHEN THE CAPACITY 
OP THINGS IS AN ENTITY ?— Secondly, the POBM that is ADMITTED 
TO BE BBINGING ABOUT SUCH EPPECTS AS huming, COOking AND the 
LIKE,—^IS THIS SAME POBM HELD TO BE IN THE ‘ PAST *, ‘ PBESENT ’ 
AND ‘ PUTUBE ’ STATES ?—Ip IT IS THE SAME, HOW CAN activity, 
inactivity and cessation of activity belong to the entity that 

HAS A SINGLE POBM ?—HoW CAN THESE MUTUALLY CONTBADIOTOBY 
MODES BE PBESENT IN WHAT IS ONLY One and Undifferentiated i — 
Ip IT IS ABGUED THAT—‘‘ BECAUSE IT ABANDONS ONE ‘ StATE ’ AND 
THEN TAKES UP ANOTHEB, THAT ENTITY CANNOT BE UNDIF- 
PEBBNTIATED, WHICH PASSES THBOUGH THE STATES —THEN THE 
QUESTION ABISES—ABE THESE ‘ STATES ’ DIFFEBBNT FBOM THE 

Entity ?—[The otheb pabty answbbs)—“ No; as in that case, 
THE Entity would not be an active Agent. Because it is 

ONLY THBOUGH THE EXISTENCE OP THE ‘ STATES * THAT THE EXISTENCE 
OP THE EFFECTS IS APPBBHENDBD.*’— (1810-1815) 

COMMENTARY. 

You (Sahantabhadra) have explained that the capacity of entities to 
throw up their effects is what is meant by ‘ Activity ’ ;—now, how can this 
capacity to throw up effects have a merely imaginary existence ? That is, 
it can never bo so. Consequently the distinction of the ‘ states ’ based there¬ 
upon should also be accepted as real. 

Further, the Form of Fire is found to be one that is capable of such 
efficient actions as those of Burning, Cooking, etc. ;—^is this the same that 
continues in the ‘ Past * and other states ? Or is it different ? If it remains 
the same,—^then how can such contradictory properties as ‘ activity ’, 
‘ inactivity ’ and ‘ cessation from activity ’ belong to the said form which 
is one and the same, totally undifferentiated ?—^And it is only through the 
presence of these properties that the Entity could have such states as the 
‘ Future ’, ‘ Present ’ and ‘ Past ’ respectively. If, even in the presence of 
contradictory properties, the entity remained the same, then all ideas of 
Difference would become uprooted, and the entire universe would have to b (3 
regarded as one only. And such one-ness would mean that all things should 
be produced together at one and the same time. 

It might be argued that—“ By virtue of the variations imdergone in the 
process of abandoning one state and taking up another,—the Entity in the 
three states is rvot entirely undifferentiated 

But even so, are these states different or non-different (from the Entity) ? 
This has got to be explained. 

Says the other Party—“They are not different;—^i.e. they do not differ 
from the Entities.—* Why ? ’—Because, in that case the Entity could not be 
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an active agent; i.e. it would be inactive; as through positive and negative 
concomitance, it has been ascertained that efhcient activity (causal efficiency) 
to produce effects belongs to the atatea only. [Hence by being different from 
the States, the Entity could not be an active agent] —(1810-1816) 

The objections against this last view [that “ the States are not different 
from the Entity ”] are pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (1816-1820). 

How DO THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT THERE IS NON-DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE ENTITY AND THE STATES ?—^ThEY (THE StATES), 
NOT HAVING BEEN IN EXISTENCE, COME INTO EXISTENCE AND THEN 
BECOME DESTROYED ;—HOW THEN COXTLD THEY BE THE SAME AS 

THE Entity ?—In the middle ‘ state the Entity is ‘ active ' 

IN ITS OWN FORM,—THEN, AS THE SAME FORM PERSISTS IN OTHER 
TWO STATES ALSO, HOW COULD ‘ ACTIVITY * AND ‘ CESSATION OF 
ACTIVITY ’ BE THERE IN THESE TWO STATES ?—If IT IS ‘ ACTIVE \ 
IN THE FORM OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEN IT CEASES TO BE ACTIVE 
AGAIN.—If, lastly, it BE HELD THAT THE FiRE AND OTHER THINGS, 
IN THE Past and Future states, are different from the same 
IN the present STATE,—THEN IT IS TRUE THAT THERE WOULD BE 
NO ROOM FOR THE OBJECTION THAT COMINGLING AND CONFUSION 
WOULD BE INVOLVED ; BUT EVEN SO, AS THE ENTITY IN THE MIDDLE 

(Present) state becomes capable of fruitful action only 

WHEN IT COMES INTO EXISTENCE AFTER THE TIME DURING WHICH 
IT WAS NOT IN EXISTENCE, AND AFTER HAVING COME INTO EXISTENCE, 
IT DOBS NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST,—THERE WOULD BE NO CONTINUITY 
OF EXISTENCE FOR THE ENTITY.— (1816-1820) 

COMMENTARY. 

How can any one accept the view that the states are non-different from 
the Entity ?—^No one can accept it.—Beca\ise the States come into existence 
after having been non-existent, and after having como into existence, they 
become destroyed ;—^whilo nothing like tliis happens to the Entity ; because 
it has been held to be existent at all times. Under the circumstances, having 
been non-existent, then coming into existence and then ceasing to exist,— 
how could the States be the same in essence as the Entity ?—^They can never 
be so ; because, they stand upon entirely different footings.—Othen^nse, 
being the same as the Entity, the States also would have to be regarded as 
existing at all times,—^just like the nature of the Entity; because they are 
non-different from the Entity ; or (conversely) the Entity itself would have 
to be regarded as subject to non-exiatence before exiatence and so forth,—like 
the form of the States. 
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Even granting the assumption that the States are non-different from the 
Entity,—the objection based upon the attributing to them of mutually con* 
tradictory properties still remains unanswered. For instance, when the Entity 
is in the ‘ middle ’ (Present) state,—is it active in its own form 1 Or in the 
form of something else ? 

If it is active in its own form, then, as that same form would be there in 
the Past and Futm’e states also,—how could this form of the active entity 
become active and inactive ? 

If it is active in the form of something else, then it ceases to be active ; 
and hence becomes a non-entity. 

Thus it is clear that it is not right to say that the same form is tliere in 
the Past and Future states also. 

If then there is some other form (of the Entity) in these States,—^then, 
under this view, there would be no room for tlie objection that it involves 
the confusion and comingling in the same thing of mutually contradictory 
properties of Activity and Inactivity,—because the Entity would not be the 
same. But (the other difficulty will remain, that) if the Entity, Fire, which 
is capable of such action as Burning and Cooking, comes into existence after 
having been non-existent, and having come into existence, it disappears,— 
this is incompatible with the doctrine of the permanent existence ot the 
Entity; because there is no continuity of existence.—(1816-1820) 

The following might be urged—“ It is true tliat the Entity, not being 
capable of action before it l:)ecomes capable of action, and having become 
capable of action, it ceases to be so ; but even so, in these Past and Future 
states also the Entity is tliere all the same, though not capable of action ; 
so that our theory is not incompatible with the idea of the Entity being there 
at all times 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (1821). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THAT ENTITY ALONE TS ReAL WHICH IS Capable 

of action ; hence from that which is not so in the two states, 

—NO effect can proceed.— (1821) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ That alone ’—^which is capable of action. 

' Tn the two ata/tes ’—^in the Past and Future states. 

‘ That which is not ao ’—i.e. not capable of action.—(1821) 

The following might be urged ;—“ In the case of such ‘ Past ’ entities as 
the ‘ Partial (or divided) cause capacity for action is actually hold to be 
there; hence the conclusion that ‘ no effect can be produced ’ cannot be 
admitted ”. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (1822-1828). 

Such a Past Entity would be one that has come into existence, 
NOT having been THERE BEFORE, AND AS SUCH IT WOULD CLEARLY 
BE ' Present *, —just like any other ‘ Present * entity ; also 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE OCCASIONAL.—If AN ENTITY HAS NO CAUSE, 
IT CAN BE EITHER ETERNALLY EXISTENT OR NON-EXISTENT, 
BECAUSE IT WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ELSE. 

That however, which has its existence dependent upon a 
Cause must be called ‘ Present \—^Then again, other 
people have postulated that ‘ modification * OF Form, etc. is 
different in character from ‘ PratisankhyInirodha ’ (Dis¬ 
sociation FROM Impurities brought about by transcendental 
knowledge), and other ‘ eternal verities ’; AND THIS ‘ modifi¬ 
cation ’ or embellishment of form and other things, comes 
about through Birth, Existence, etc. ; now what is that pecu¬ 
liarity by producing which. Birth is said to be ‘productive’ of 
the thing ? Is it something non-different from the ‘ unborn ’ 
form ^ Or different from it ? If the Peculiarity is non- 
different from the Form, then there can be no ‘ production ’ 

OF it ; AS IT WOULD, IN THAT CASE, BE THERE EVEN BEFORE THE 

‘ Birth ’, just as after it. As for a different peculiarity, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUCH,—BECAUSE BY REASON OF THIS DIFFERENCE, 
there CAN BE NO RELATION BETWEEN THEM. FURTHER, AS IT 
WOULD NOT BE EXISTENT BEFORE, IT WOULD INVOLVE THE NOTION 
THAT THE EfFECT WAS NOT EXISTENT (WHICH IS INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH THE opponent’s DOCTRINES).—SIMILARLY IP THERE WERE 

‘ Reversal of Character ’, ‘ Continuance ’ and ‘ Destruction ’ 
(brought about respectively BY the embellishments of 
‘ Decay ’, ‘ Stability ’ and ‘ Non-eternality ’),—the objections 

BASED UPON their BEING ‘ DIFFERENT OR NON-DIFFERENT ‘ DeCAY ’ 
AND THE REST, WOULD BE APPLICABLE TO THESE ALSO.— (1822-1828) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Just like any qtJier present Entity'' —^i.e. any other . Entity whose 
‘ present ’ character is not disputed. 

* Also because it would he occasional^ ;—this also goes with ‘ it would be 
Present ’. 

The Reason here piit forward cannot be regarded as Irrelevant. Because 
as a matter of fact that thing is called ‘ Present ’ which has been produced 
by the Causal Link (or Factor); and what is occasional must owe its birth to a 
Causal Factor ; because for that which has no cause, there are only two condi¬ 
tions possible—perpetual existence or non-existence ; for the simple reason 
that its existence is not dependent upon anything else; hence wdiat is 
occasional must have an existence that is brought about by a Causal Factor,— 
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and thus it becomes established that, that which has its existence brought 
about by a Causal Factor must be ‘ Present ’; that is to say, ‘ Being Present * 
is invariably concomitant with ‘ being occasional 

Further, if the Entity is really objectively ‘ Past ’ and ‘ Future ’, then 
all ‘ Embellishments ’ (or Modifications) would be everlasting; and in that 
case, there would be no difference between Form, etc. and the ‘ Dissocia¬ 
tion from Impurities by transcendental knowledge ’ and other ‘ eternal 
verities 

It miglit be argued that it is only the Form and such things as are 
actually found to be embellished (or modified) that can be regarded 
as ‘ modified ’—^not A kasha and the other Eternal Verities ; so that there 
would be clear difference between Form, etc. and the said ‘ Eternal Verities 

This is the view that has been held by other people. 

This however cannot be right. Because there are four marks of modifim- 
turn —(1) Birth, (2) Decay, (3) Existence, and (4) Non-eternality. Aniong 
these. Birth produces things. Existence leads to their continuance. Decay 
leads to their decadence, and Non-eternality destroys them; hence among 
these, the fimctions of Producing and the rest liave been held to be present. 

Now the question arises—^What is that Peculiarity which Birth produces 
by virtue of which it comes to be spoken of as ‘ productive ’ of the Form, 
etc. ?—^Is this Peculiarity something different from the Form, etc. ? Or 
non-different from them ? These are the only two possible alternatives. 

It cannot bo non-different from Form, etc. ; because the Peculiarity in 
question would, in that case, be an accomplished thing even before the 
functioning of ‘ Birth and as such it would be incapable of being brought 
about,—^just as after its accomplishment; what is already an accomplished 
entity cannot be brought about again; if it were, then there would be an 
infinite regress. 

Nor can a Peculiarity be brought about which is different from the Fonn, 
etc. ; because as it would be different from them, there could be nothing to 
determine that ‘ this Peculiarity belongs to that Form For instance, the 
relation between them cannot be that of Identity,—as they are held to be 
different; if they are not held to be different, then the a.bovo objections come 
in. Nor can the relation between them be that of one being prod\iced by the 
other ; as the production of the thing is due to Birth itself. No other kind 
of relation is possible;—those of container and contained being included under 
that of being prodAJiced, If then the relation of being produced from it is held to 
subsist between the said Peculiarity and Form, etc.—^then, as the Peculiarity 
would be capable of being produced by the Form itself alone, it would be pro¬ 
duced at all times from that alone ; and under the circumstances, what would 
‘ Birth * do to it ?—^It might be argued that “ the Form produces the Pecu¬ 
liarity, through Birth ”.—^The answer to that is that it cannot be right that 
there shoidd be any dependence upon the Birth which can render no help 
at all. Otherwise it would lead to an absurdity. If the Birth be held to 
actually render some help, then in regard to this Help, the question would 
arise as to its being different or non-different and so forth,—^just as it arises 
in the case of the Peculiarity; and this would lead to an infinite regress. 
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From all this it follows that if there is difference, then there can be no 
relationship. 

Further, if it be held that the said ‘ Peculiarity * did not exist before,— 
then it would mean the acceptance of the view that the effect has been non¬ 
existent (which is inconsistent with the opponent’s doctrines). 

Similarly, if Decay brings about a reversal of character ,—and if Existence 
brings about atahility, —and if Non-eternality brings about destructianf — 
then the question regarding these—* Reversal ’, etc.—being different or non- 
different, will arise, as it arose in connection with Birth ; and all the objections 
then urged would be applicable in the case of these also.—(1822-1828) 

TEXTS (1829-1830) 

These, ‘ Birth ’ and the rest, are productive of their effects, 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LIMITATIONS OF THEIR NATURE ; 

AND THIS CAPACITY OF THEIRS IS THERE BEFORE AS WELL 
AS AFTER ; THIS POTENT FORM THUS BEING THERE AT 
ALL TIMES, WHY SHOULD THEY NOT PROCEED 
WITH THE ACTIVITY IN KEEPING WITH THEIR 
NATURE ? At the STARTING OF SUCH 
ACTIVITY THERE CAN BE NO LIMITA¬ 
TION ON THE ‘ STATES — 

(1829-1830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, the capacity of ‘ Birth ’ and the rest to produce their effects 
is limited to their respective capacity; and this capacity of theirs is there at 
all times ; hence they should produce their effects at all times. It cannot be 
urged that there is absence of the ‘ Causal Factor * (which prevents the 
production). Because the Causal Factor also is there at all times. Thus 
then, as Birth and the rest would be producing their effects in the ‘ past * 
and ‘ future ’ states also,—one and the same ‘ state ’ should include all the 
States, of wliich thus there need be no division.—(1829-1830) 

TEXTS (1831-1832). 

Further, would the ‘ Past ’ and other entities be momentary, 
OR NOT ?—If the former, then there IS the SAME absence 
OF RESTRICTION.—^ThE ‘ MOMENT ’ THAT IS BORN BECOMES 

THE ‘ Present —that which, on being born, 

BECOMES destroyed, BECOMES THE ‘ PaST ’,— 

AND THAT WHICH IS YET TO BE BORN BECOMES 

THE ‘Future’.— (1831-1832) 

COMMENTARY. 

Again, are the Past, Present and Future things momentary or not ? 
These are the two alternatives.—If the former,—if they are momentary,— 
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then there is the same absence of restriction.—^The next sentence—‘ The 
Momentt etc, etc, ’ shows this same absence of restriction.—(1831-1832) 


TEXT (1833). 

If, on the other hand, the said things are not momentary ,— then 
THAT GOES AGAINST YOUR DOCTRINE ; UNDER YOUR DOCTRINE 
IT HAS BEEN SHOWN THAT ALL MODIFICATIONS 
ARE MOMENTARY.— (1833) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the other alternative is accepted—that the Past and the rest are not 
momentary—then it goes against your doctrine.—^The term ‘ Krtdnta ’ 
stands for Siddhdntu, accepted doctrine.—^The doctrine referred to is that 
‘ all modifications are momentary ’.—(1833) 


TEXT (1834). 

The VIEW in question is opposed to Reason also : If the things are 

EXISTENT, THEY MUST BE MOMENTARY, LIKE PRESENT THINGS. 

The Invariable concomitance between these two 
TERMS has been ALREADY ESTABLISHED 
BEFORE.— (1834) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the view in question does not go against your own doctrine 
only, it is opposed to Reason also. For instance, whatever is existent must 
be momentary,—^like the Present thing,—^the Past and the Future are existent 
—hence they must be momentary. Previously—^under the treatment of the 
Momentary Character of things (under Chapter VIII) the Invariable Con¬ 
comitance of this Probans (Being existent, with the Probandum, Being momen¬ 
tary) has been established. Hence it cannot be said to be * Inconclusive ’ 
(Doubtful). Further, ‘ existence ’ is characterised by capacity for effective 
action ;— what is not-momentary is not compatible with effective action, either 
successive or simultaneous ;—and when there is no effective action, there 
must be cessation of existence also, which is characterised by effective action. 
Thus Existence becomes excluded from where the Probandum (momentariness) 
is absent.—(1834) 
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TEXTS (1835-1840). 

Are these ‘ Past ’ and ‘ Future ’ things capable of effective 
ACTION ? Or not ?— If they have that capacity, then they 
MUST BE REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT LIKE OTHER ‘ PRESENT ’ THINGS. 

—If THE ‘ Past ’ and the ‘ Future ’ are not regarded as ‘ Pre¬ 
sent TH^N THEY MUST BE DEVOID OF ALL CAPACITIES,—^JUST 
LIKE THE ‘ Sky-lotus *.—^The Akdaha and other ‘ non-produced * 
(eternal) things are open to the same objection ; hence these 

CANNOT SERVE TO MAKE OUR REASON ‘ INCONCLUSIVE —In THE 
CASE OF ALL ENTITIES, THEIR RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE 
ACTION MUST BE DUE TO SOME CAUSE ; IF IT WERE WITHOUT A CAUSE, 
EVERYTHING WOULD BE USED FOR EVERYTHING. In FACT, THE 
RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION MUST BE BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY A CAUSE ; AND THERE IS NO OTHER CHARACTERISTIC 
FEATURE OF THE ‘ PRESENT ’ THING. In THE CASE OF THE ‘ PaST * 

AND ' Future ’ also, the said capacity is there fully complete, 

ACCORDING to YOUR VIEW ; WHEREFORE THEN SHOULD NOT THE 
CHARACTER OP THE ' PRESENT * BE ATTRIBUTED TO THEM ?— (1835- 

1840) 


COMMENTARY. 

Further, there are the two alternatives—these Past and Future things 
are capable of effective action—or not capable.—If they are capable, then, 
the capacity being there, the things must be regarded as ‘ Present ’,-“like 
those things whose ‘ present ’ character is not disputed. The argument 
may be thus formulated—Things that are capable of effective action must 
be regarded as Present,—as those things whose ‘ present ’ character is not 
disputed,—and the Past and Future things are capable of eifective action ; 
hence there is this Reason based upon the nature of things, which provides 
the Reductio ad absurdum, —-The Probans cannot be said to be ‘ Inconclu¬ 
sive ’ ; because the absence of the ‘ Present ’ character in the Past and Futiu’e 
things would imply the absence of all capacities,—just as in the ‘ sky-lotus 
—The argument may be tlius formulated :—^Things that are not-* Present ’ 
are also not-efficient for any action,—e.g. the ‘ sky-lotus —and the Past 
and Futiu’e things are not ‘ Present ’ ; hence there is perceived in them the 
absence of the wider character. 

Nor can this argiunent be said to be ‘ Inconclusive in view of the three 
‘ eternal verities ’— Akdsha, Pratisankhyd-nirodha and Apratieankhyd- 
nirodJm ^—which do not undergo modifications ;—because these also are 
included under the Minor Term (Subject of the Syllogism). 

Thus there is no ground for the Reason being regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’ 
(or Doubtful). 

Then again, the restricted capacity for effective action that there is in 
entities, must be admitted to be due to some cause ; other\vise, if it were 
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without cause, then there could be nothing to restrict it; and the capacity of 
things would, in that case, not be restricted (or limited); with the result that 
each and every thing would be utilised in bringing about each and every 
effect. Thus it cannot be right to restrict the efficiency of the eternal veri¬ 
ties, Ahdaha and the rest. Consequently they do not supply the ground for 
regarding the Beason as ‘ Inconclusive ’. 

Nor can it be urged that the former Beason is one whose presence in 
the contrary of the Probandum is open to suspicion ; because the efficiency 
that pertains to a particular efficient activity,—the birth of which is duo to 
causal factors,—^is what characterises the ‘ Present ’ ; and this characteristic 
of the ‘ Present ’ is present intact in the Past and Future things also ; hence, 
there being no other basis for this, why should these be not regarded as 
‘ Present ’ ?—(1835-1840) 


TEXT (1841). 

As A OONSBQUENOE OF THIS, ALL ATTEMPT TO ATTAIN HeAVEN AND 

Final Beatitude would be futile ; as no fruit is 

FOUND THAT COULD BE ATTAINED BY 
EFFORT.— (1841) 

COMMENT ABY. 

Then again, for the man for whom the Past and Future are actually 
present,—^the fruit of acts also would be there at all times ; hence any effort 
to attain Heaven or Final Beatitude would be futile ; as there would be 
no fruit that could be attained by effort, —what would be the efficiency of 
the Austerities and Penances that constitute ‘ effort ’ ?—^It might be said 
that “they would have the efficiency to produce the desired results’*.— 
That would mean that the said ‘ Production ’ of Besults is something that 
was not there before and has come about now.—But even so, what is it that 
would be efficient ? And wherein would it be efficient ?—“ The efficiency 
would lie in making the results * present ’ ”.—^What do you mean by ‘ making 
them present ’ ?—If it means ‘ bringing them to another place ’, then the 
thing becomes eternal, as it would remain for all time.—^How too could there 
be any such ‘ bringing ’ in the case of Sensations, etc., which are immobile t 
Even so, this ‘ bringing ’ would be something that did not exist before, but 
has now come into existence. 

‘ Heaven ’ stands for the place on the summits of mount Miru.— 
* Apavarga\ ‘Final Beatitude’, stands for Deliverance;—^the 'Samsarga' 
of these is their cUtainment ,—^The ‘ effort ’ for this consists in Observances 
and Austerities.—(1841) 
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TEXT (1842). 

If, on the OTHER HAND, THE PaST AND FUTURE THINGS ARE HELD TO 

BE WITHOUT THE Capacity for effective action^ —then, on that 
GROUND ALONE, THEY WOULD BE nOTl-exidtenty —LIKE 

THE ‘ Sky-flower — (1842) 

COMMENTARY. 

If then the second alternative view (proposed under Text 1836) is accepted 
—^that the Past and Future things are devoid of capacity for effective action, 
—^then, in that case, for that very reason,—of being devoid of capacity 
for effective activity ^—they would have to be regarded as ‘non-existent*, 
like ‘ sky-flowers *; as the only characteristic of ‘ non-existence ’ consists 
in the ahaence of all capacity, —(1842) 

Having thus adduced arguments in favour of the view that the ‘ Past * 
and the ‘ Future ’ do not exist, the author proceeds to refute the arguments 
that have been put forward in support of the view that they do exist:— 


TEXT (1843). 

As REGARDS THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED, THEY MUST RESIDE 
IN THINGS ; AND UNTIL THESE THINGS ARE ESTABLISHED, THE 

Reasons cannot be admitted.— Or else, on account 
OF THE ‘ Present ’ character being established, • 

THE said Reasons are ‘ contradictory 
—as going against the nature 
OF THE Subject.— (1843) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Reasons ’ meant here are those adduced by the other party, under 
the Text 1790; these are ‘Inadmissible in regard to their substratum*; 
because the things in which they are said to reside are the Past and Future 
things, and it has been shown that these do not exist; as has been said— 
* if the thing is not there, its property cannot be there 

Even if the said things existed, as they have been proved to have the 
‘ Present ’ character, the Reasons in question would be proving something 
contrcury to the very nature of the Subject ; and as such, they would be 
‘ Contradictory *.—(1843) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how is it that Buddhist writers have 
declared the Past and Future Forms, etc. to be included among the ‘ states * ? 
The Past and Future character of non-entities like the Hare’s Horns is never 
tried to be determined 
Answer ;— 
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TEXTS (1844-1846). 

That form which, having come into existence, has ceased to exist, 
HAS BEEN described AS ‘ PaST ’ ; AND THAT WHICH IS TO COME 
WHEN THE CAUSAL FACTORS ARE COMPLETE HAS BEEN 
DESCRIBED AS * FUTURE’.—If THE ‘EXISTENCE* OF THIS 
WERE INSISTED UPON, THEN THEY MUST BE 
REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT * ; THIS IS WHAT HAS 
BEEN JUST PROVED ; AS THE ONLY 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE ‘ PRESENT ’ 

IS THAT IT SHOULD BE existeuf. 

-(1844-1845) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily imderstood.—(1844-1845) 

Qv^ation :—“ How is it that the presence of Form, Sensation and the rest 
has been attributed to these ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1846). 

When Form, etc. are attributed to the Past and Futttre things, 
IT IS through imposing upon them their past and future 
conditions : and not in reality.— (1846) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Tam daahdm ’—that condition.—(1846) 

Question ;—“ How is it then that Cognition has been declared to rest 
in two substrates ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1847). 

When the Seer of Truth declared that Cognition proceeds from 

TWO CAUSES,—this TEACHING WAS IN VIEW OF THE 

Cognition with an object.— (1847) 

COMMENTARY. 

Cognition is of two kinds—^with object (objective) and without object 
(purely subjective). It is in reference to the Cognition with Object that 
Cognition has been taught by the Blessed Lord, as being based upon two 
substrates.—(1847) 

Question :—“ How is it known that there is Cognition without Object 
also ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1848). 

In the CASE OF THE COGNITIONS OF ‘ EtERNAL THINGS ‘ GoD ’ AND SO 

FORTH,—THERE IS NO OBJECTIVE BACKGROUND ; AS WORDS AND 
Names are devoid of the forms of those.— (1848) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ And 80 forth \ includes such other assumed things as Primordial 
Matter, Time, etc. 

No such idea should be entertained as that these cognitions have their 
objective background in the words ; this is what is meant by the words— 
‘ Aa Words mid Names, etc, etc," —^Wliat is meant is that the ‘ form * of God— 
such as Eternality, Being the Cause of all things and so forth,—that is 
envisaged in the said cognitions,—of that form, the Word or the Name 
is entirely devoid,—^which Word or Name does not undergo any modification. 

The term ‘ ddi ’ in ‘ shahdandmddi \ is meant to include the contingent 
cause (of Cognition), postulated by other people, in the shape of the Reflected 
Image of things.—(1848) 

Qiiestion :—“ If then there is Cognition without object also, then how is 
it called ‘ Cognition ’ ? Because ‘ Cognition ’ stands for tJmt which apprehends 
things ; and when there is notliing to he apjnehended, how could the cognition 
be there ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1849). 

It is called ‘ Cognition ' only by virtue of the presence of the 

nature of ‘ consciousness ’; and this ‘ consciousness ' 

ALSO consists IN THE COGNITION BEING HOt^dark 
WHICH IS DEDUCED FROM ITS being 

luminous ,—(1849) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The presence of the nature of Consciousness also is not possible without 
cognition ” ;—^in answer to this it is added—‘ And this Consciousness, etc, 
etc, ’—‘ Sd ’ stands for the presence of the nature of Consciousness ;—* aeya ’— 
i.e. of the Cognition.—“ What is it ? ”—It consists in the Cognition being 
not-dark; only, on accotmt of there being notliing else to be illumined by 
it, and also of the absence of any other sotuce of illumination, the Cognition 
is of the nature of Light itself,—like the Light diffused in the atmosphere ; 
and it is by virtue of this luminosity that it is called ‘ Cognition —(1849) 

Question :—“ How does the past act bring about its fruit ’* ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1850). 

What brings about the Fruit is the cause op fruition,—^not 

ANYTHING ‘ PaST \ In FACT, THE PrUIT IS HELD TO PRO¬ 
CEED FROM THE ‘ CHAIN ’ OF COGNITIONS IMPRESSED 
BY THE ENTITY (WHEN PRESENT).— (1850) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Impressed *—^i.e. rendered capable of producing the fruit, through the 
long series of * causal factors *.—(1860) 

Question \—“If that is so, then how is it that the Blessed Lord has 
declared that—There is Karma, which decays, is obstructed and becomes 
modified ’ ? ” 

Ansiver :— 

TEXT (1851) 

In VIEW OF THE SAID IMPRESSION BEING ATTRIBUTED TO THE ‘ SERIES 
OF COGNITIONS THE LORD HAS SAID THAT * THERE IS Karma \ 
WHICH ASSERTION IS FIGURATIVE ; AS THE PRINCIPAL 

(of the Debt) is said to be ‘ not des¬ 
troyed (lost) — (1851) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Bhaktyd ’—^Figuratively. 

When in the case of a Debt, when the accrued interest has become 
equal to the Principal, the Principal actually disappears ; yet it is said to be 
* not lost In the same way the Karma, Act, also, though past and 
gone, is spoken of as ‘ not gone and destroyed ’.—(1861) 

Question :—“ What was the purpose for which the Teacliing was given 
in figurative language ? “ 

Answer :— 

TEXT (1852). 

The matter has been explained in this way by the Teacher, for 

THE purpose of REMOVING THE NOTION OF THE UTTER ANNIHILA¬ 
TION (of past Acts). Otherwise, how could he 
EXPLAIN the Teaching imparted in the 
Aphorism declaring the ‘ Void ' ?— (1852) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were declared that ‘ the Past act does not exist ’, it might be under¬ 
stood that there is non-existence of that potency to produce the fruit which 
had been set going by the past act; and the disciples would come to take 
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up the view of the utter annihilation of the Past and its Effects ; it is in view 
of this possibility that the Lord has said that * the Act persists 

‘ Otherwise *—^if the Past really persisted,—^then how could we explain* 
the teaching in the aphorism where we are taught that ‘ in reality all is void * ? 

As a matter of fact, when the Eye is produced, it does not come from any¬ 
where ; similarly when it is destroyed, it does not go away to any other place ; 
what happens is thatafter having beennot in existence, it comes into existence, 
and having come into existence, it again becomes non-existent.—^It might be 
urged that—“ in the Present state, it comes into existence, after having 
not been in existence ”—^That is not so ; because the ‘ State * is not any¬ 
thing different from the entity (Eye); as is clear from the assertion that these 
same (things) are the ‘ States ’ and they exist as such.—^If it be meant thAt— 
“ not having been itself, it becomes itself ’* ;—^then it would be established 
that there can be no ‘ future ’ Eye.—^Further, if the Modifications are always 
there, the Cause and Effect would not be there ; which would mean that there 
is no fixed Truth; and this would imply the absence of the two paths of 
‘ Repression * (Purification) also ; and thus the four Truths being non-existent, 
there would be no possibility of True Knowledge, Renunciation, Direct 
Intuition and Meditation. These being not there, there would be non¬ 
existence also of the Pudgalas (Bodies) which are near about the regions 
where the Fruit of Acts come about. This would put an end to all Teaching. 
—From all this it follows* that the assiunption of ‘ Past ’ and ‘ Future ’ 
things is not wholesome.—(1862) 

[t has been asked by the Opponent (under Text 1789)—“How have 
Mystics distinct cognitions of the Past and Future ? “ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1853--1856). 

The Mystics cognise that form of the ‘ Present ’ thing which, 

DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, HAS BECOME EITHER AN EFFECT, OR A 
CAUSE ; SUBSEQUENTLY, THEY FOLLOW IT UP WITH COUCeptual COgui- 
tionSy WHICH ARE PURELY COMMON (SECULAR) IN CHARACTER, AND 
WHICH ARE REALLY WITHOUT OBJECTS (WITHOUT A REAL OBJECTIVE 
back-ground).—^ThUS IT IS THAT, ON THE BASIS OF THE SAID PAST 
AND FUTURE SERIES OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS, PROCEED ALL TEACHINGS 
REGARDING THE PAST AND THE FUTURE.— AS FOR THE Tathdgata 

Himself, His teachings proceed without circumlocution ; 

BECAUSE THE SERIES OF HiS COGNITIONS ARB ENTIRELY DEVOID 
OF THE WEBS OF CONCEPTUAL CONTENT.— (1863-1856) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has become the ‘ Effect ’ in relation to the ‘ Past *,—^and ‘ Cause * 
in relation to the ‘ Future 
10 
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‘ Vihalpdniigatatrmhhihk ’—^i.e. with Conceptual (Determinate) Cognitions, 

‘ Really witkovi objects * ;—because the Specific Individuality of things 
cannot be envisaged by Cognitions associated with verbal expressions. 

‘ Tat *—^Thus, Therefore. 

On the basis of the Past and Futiu’e series of Causes and Effects,— 
proceed all teachings regarding the Past and the Futiwe,—^froni siich Mystics 
as have not yet reached the Piuest (Highest) stage. 

As regards the Blessed Lord Himself, He does not even have the purely 
secular cognition,—because Ho is always calm and collected on account of 
the destruction of all Illusion and Ignorance ; and all that is Conceptual is 
the product of Ignorance and Illusion. Tliis has been thus declared— 
* Conceptual Content itself having assumed the fonn of Ignorance proceeds to 
impose its own form in the shape of the External world —So that, under 
the influence of the whole mass of His previous Meditations, Piety and 
Knowledge, His nature has become like that of the Chintdniani-gem ; hence 
His teachings proceed without circmnlocution of any kind.—(18511-1850) 


End of Chapter XXI. 



CHAPTER XXII. 


Lokdyata—Materialism 

COMMENTARY. 

[In the Introductory Text, 4] the Truth has been spoken of as ‘ without 
beginning, without end —^The Author proceeds to set forth arguments in 
support of this view, starting with the criticism that has been urged against 
it:— 


TEXT (1857). 

“ If there is no entity that has continuity of existence, then 

THERE CAN BE NO ‘ OTHER WORLD BECAUSE THERE IS 
NOTHING THAT COULD BELONG TO THE 
‘ OTHER WORLD — (1857) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ No entity ’—like the Soul; etc.—^The ‘ Soul ’ lias been already rejected ; 
hence it cannot be ‘ continuous ’, simply because it does not exist at all; 
as for the Cognition and other entities, they are all momentary, and it has 
been proved in the Chapter on ‘ The Three Points of Time * that there can 
be no continuity of these.—(1867) 

‘The Body, etc. might appertain to the other world.’ The answer to 
that is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1858-1859). 

“ The Body, the Cognition, the Sense-organs and the rest being 

DESTROYED EVERY MOMENT,—^THEY COULD NOT PERTAIN TO THE 
OTHER WORLD ; AND THERE IS NOTHING ELSE THAT IS 
ADMITTED (BY YOU, BuDDHISTS). HeNCE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS MUST BE REGARDED AS PRODUCED FROM, 

OR MANIFESTED BY, CERTAIN MATERIAL SUB¬ 
STANCES,—JUST LIKE FERMENTED ACIDS, 

LIQUORS AND SUCH THINGS.”— 

(1858-1869) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ and the rest ’ includes Feeling (Vedanft)' Name^conception 
(SanjM) and Menial Faculties (Samskdra). 
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‘ There is nothing else that is admitted *—^in the shape of the ‘ Soul *. 

Thus this turns out to be the assertion of the view of the Lokdyata 
(Materialist). His aphorisms read as follows :—“ There being nothing that 
could belong to the other world, there can be no other world ;—there are four 
material substances. Earth, Water, Fire and Air; and from these proceeds 
Consciousness 

Some commentators upon these aphorisms offer the explanation that 
Consciousness is produced out of the material substances ; others explain 
that it becomes manifested by them. Hence the author has mentioned 
both these views— '‘ produced or manifested ’. 

‘ Shukta ’—^is fermented acid. 

‘ Surd ’—^is intoxicating liquor. 

‘ And such things ’—is meant to include things having the effect of making 
people unconscious and so forth.—(1858-1859) 


An objection is raised—‘ As a matter of fact, Consciousness (or Cognition) 
is always produced on the basis of such causes as the Eye and other Sense- 
organs, and Objects, in the shape of Colour (Forms);—this fact is too well 
known. How then is it said tliat Cognition proceeds from those material 
substances ? * 

The (Materialist’s) answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (1860). 

^*The names ‘Body’, ‘Sense-organ’ and so on are applied to 

PARTICULAR COMBINATIONS OF EaRTH AND OTHER MATERIAL 
SUBSTANCES ; THERE IS NO OTHER REALITY THAN 
THESE,”—(I860) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Lokdyata-Sutra —“ It is to the combination of these that the 
names ‘ Object ’ and ‘ Sense-organ ’ are applied the Sense-organ, etc. have 
no existence apart from the Great Material Substances the idea of those 
appear only in regard to the combinations of these; —and ‘ combination ’ 
has no existence apart from the combining elements these four Material 
Substances are weU known by direct Perception.—Apart from these, there 
is no other Reality, equally well known by direct Perceptionand apart 
from Perception, there is no other Means of Cognition, which could prove the 
existence of the ‘ other world ’ and such things _{I860) 
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TEXTS (1861-1862). 


'There can be no relation op Cause and Effect between the 
TWO Minds (Consciousnesses) under dispute,—^because 
THEY subsist IN DIFFERENT BODIES,—^JUST LIKE THE 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE CoW AND THE CONSCIOUSNESS 

OF THE Horse.—Cognitions (Consciousness) 

CANNOT BE THE EFFECTS OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION (Consciousness) in question,— 

BECAUSE they ARE CONSCIOUSNESS, 

—^LiKE Consciousness con¬ 
nected WITH ANOTHER 
‘ Series ’.”-(1861-1862) 


COMMENTARY. 


“ Further, if the Mind that existed in the past body were the cause of 
the Mind (Consciousness) in the body now born.—and the Mind in the dying 
body were the cause of the Mind in the future body,—^then, inasmuch 
as there would be no cessation in the continuity of the Mind, the existence 
of the ‘ other world ’ might be postulated. As a matter of fact, however, 
there can be no relation of Cause and Effect between the said two Minds 
in dispute,—because they reside in different bodies,—^just like the Cognition 
of the Cow and the Cognition of the Horse. 

“Or, the produced Cognitions maybe made the ‘Subject’,—^in regard 
to which there is denial of the idea of their being produced by the last cognition 
in the past (dead) body ;—the ‘ Probans ’ being the same as before, ‘ because 
they are cognitions ’ ;—the ‘ Cognitions appearing in other Series ’ supply 
the Corroborative Instance. 

“ The argument may be formulated as follows :—^The (present) Cognition 
cannot be produced by the last Cognition in the Past body,—^because it ie 
Cognition,—^like the Cognition appearing in another Series ;—^the Oognitiona 
appearing in the Body in question are all Cognitions ;—hence there is 
apprehension of what is concomitant with the contrary ; inasmuch as ‘ being 
cognition ’ is concomitant with the contrary of ‘ being produced by the 
Cognition in the last Body in question ”.—(1861-1862) 


The idea of the ‘ previous birth ’ has thus been denied by the Materialist; 
he proceeds to deny the ‘ future birth ’ ;— 
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TEXT (1863). 

The Dying Consciousness of the man beset with Affections 

CANNOT BRING ABOUT THE CONTIGUITY OF ANOTHER MiND 
(or Consciousness),—because it is Dying Conscious¬ 
ness,—just like the Dying Consciousness of the 
Person free from the ‘Afflictions ’ (Passions 
AND Impurities) — (1863) 

COMMENTARY. 


“ The Dying Consciousness cannot bring about another Consciousness,— 
because it is Dying Consciousness—^like the dyeing Consciousness of the 
‘ Arhat \ (the Person free from the Afflictions (of Passions, etc.) —(1863) 


Qtieation :—How then does the Consciousness (Mind) come about ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (1864). 

From this it follows that the right view is that Consciousness 

PROCEEDS from THE BoDY ITSELF WHICH IS EQUIPPED WITH 

THE Five Life-breaths— Prdmi, Apdna and the 
REST;—AS has been DECLARED BY Kawbulnsh^ 
m/am.”—(1864) 


COMMENTARY. 


The Sutra is—“ It is from the Body itself, etc.”—^which has been 
pronounced by Kamhaldshvatara. —(1864) 


An objection is raised—Even before the Body has been completely 
formed, and while it still exists only in the form of the foetus, etc.,—Con- 
flcioiisness is already there, though in latent condition ; and this Consciousness 
is known as being produced by the Consciousness in the past body ; then 
how can it be asserted that it proceeds from the Body itself only ? 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (1865-1868). 


“ To ASSERT THAT CONSCIOUSNESS RESIDES IN THE FCBTUS, ETC. IS SHEER 
AUDACITY ; NOTHING CAN BE COGNISED AT THAT STAGE, AS THE 
SENSE-ORGANS ARB NOT THERE ; AND CONSCIOUSNESS CAN HAVE 
NO FORM OTHER THAN THE COGNITION OF THINGS ; IT IS FOR 
THIS SAME REASON THAT THERE IS NO CONSCIOUSNESS IN 
THE STATE OF SWOON. NOR CAN CONSCIOUSNESS EXIST 
THERE IN THE FORM OF A LATENT POTENCY ; BECAUSE 

NO Potencies can exist without a substratum ; 

AND as there is NO SoUL THAT COULD BE THAT 
SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, THE BODY IS THE 
ONLY SUBSTRATUM POSSIBLE FOR IT. So THAT 
AT THE END, WHEN THE BODY HAS CEASED 
TO EXIST, WHEREIN COULD THE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS SUBSIST ? **— (1865-1868) 


COMMENTARY. 


“ The Sense-organ and the Object are the cause of the birth of Conscious¬ 
ness ;—because Consciousness consists only in the apprehension of tilings ; at 
the foetus-stage of the Body, neither the Sense-organs nor the Objects are 
there ; how then could there appear the effect of these, in the form of Con¬ 
sciousness ? Thus it is proved that on account of the absence of the Cause, 
there can be no Consciousness, even in a swoon.—Such is the upshot of the 
whole. 

“ It cannot be right to assert that at that stage the Consciousness is 
there in the state of latent Potency. Because at that stage, there is no sub¬ 
stratum for such a Potency, either in the shape of the ‘ Soul * postulated by 
the Naiydylka, or in that of the ‘ Chain of Cognitions ’ (postulated by the 
Buddhist); and Potency cannot be there without a substratum. Hence it 
follows that on the ground of sheer capacity, the Body alone can be the 
substratum of Consciousness. For the simple reason that there is nothing 
else that could be the required substratum,—either in the shape of the 
‘ Chain of Cognitions * or the ‘ Soul ’. Consequently, at the end, when the 
Body dies, the substratum in the shape of the Body having ceased to exist, 
how could the Consciousness exist without a substratum ? 

“ Thus it is proved that there can be no FtUure Birth,^^ —(1865-1868) 
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TEXTS (1869-1871). 

“ When the other Body has not been seen, how can it be under¬ 
stood THAT THE REQUIRED SUBSTRATUM IS THE BODY THAT IS 

BORN SUBSEQUENTLY ? HoW TOO COULD THE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS, RESIDING IN DIFFERENT BODIES, BE RELATED 
TO THE SAME ‘ CHAIN OF COGNITIONS —BEING LIKE 

THE Consciousness of the Elephant, the Horse 
AND other animals ?— ^FOR THESE REASONS, 

AS THE SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, 

YOU HAVE EITHER TO SEEK FOR A 
BEGINNINGLESS AND ENDLESS 
TRANSMIGRATING PERSONAL¬ 
ITY,—OR ACCEPT PURE 

Materialism. ’ ’— 

(1869-1871) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ It might be argued that—the Consciousness would be subsisting in that 
intermediate body which would be produced immediately after death ”.— 
But that cannot be right; because no such intermediate body has ever 
been seen appearing immediately after death ; and there can be no certainty 
regarding the existence of what has never been seen ; as such a thing is always 
regarded as non-existent. 

Nor can it be right for the Ck)nscioiisnes8 of one ‘ chain ’ to subsist in 
another body ;—as in that case the character of being related to the same 
‘ chain ’ would be lost;—^just as in the case of the Consciousness of the 
different animals, Elephant, Horse and so forth. ^ 

“ The argument may be formulated thus :—Consciousness appearing in 
different bodies cannot belong to the same ‘ chain —like the Cognition of 
the Elephant and that of the Horse,—^the Consciousness subsisting in the 
dead body and that subsisting in the succeeding Intermediate Body subsist 
in different bodies ; hence there would be the possibility of the apprehension 
of what is contrary to the wider conception ;—but as a matter of fact, there 
is no such apprehension ;—^lienee the contrary must be true. That is, what 
are related to the same ‘ Chain ’ cannot subsist in different bodies,—e.g. the 
Oonsciousneas of the EJ^phant does not subsist in the body of the Horse ; 
—the Consciousness of every person is related to the same ‘ Chain ’ ;—^lienee 
there is apprehension of what is concomitant with the contrary ; because 
‘ being related to the same Chain ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘ sub¬ 
sisting in the same body ’, which is contrary to ‘ subsisting in different 
bodies 

The words—‘ For these reasons^ etc. etc. ’—^recapitulates the Materialist's 
view. 

‘ Adi ’—^is birth, beginning ;—‘ nidhana ’ is destruction, end ;—that 
which has neither beginning nor end is ‘ beginningless and endless \ 
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Or, accept pure Materialism *;—this indicates the Lokdyata-^^tve ,— 
‘ There is no one related to the other world ; hence there can be no other 
ti;orW’.—(1869-1871) 

The following Texts answer the above arguments (of the Materialist):— 


TEXTS (1872-1877). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ OTHER WORLD THERE IS NO SUCH ‘ OTHER WORLD 
APART FROM THE ‘ CHAIN OF Causcs and Effects, in the form of 
Cognition and the rest What is spoken of as ‘ the other 

WORLD * OR ‘ THIS WORLD THAT IS ONLY BY WAY OF A CERTAIN 
LIMIT PLACED UPON THE SAID ‘ CHAIN ' WHICH IS BEOINNINGLESS AND 
ENDLESS.—^Wb regard IT TO BE THUS, IN THE SAME WAY AS PEOPLE 
ADDICTED TO THE PLEASURES OF THE PERCEPTIBLE ONLY ASSUME THE 
* OTHER WORLD ’ TO CONSIST IN SOME OTHER PART OF THE COUNTRY.— 
If what YOU ARE DENYING IS THE ‘ OTHER WORLD ’ DIFFERENT FROM 
THOSE JUST MENTIONED,—THEN THE ATTEMPT TO PROVE THAT 
DENTAL IS FUTILE ; AS THERE IS NO DISPUTE (BETWEEN US) REGARDING 
THE NON-EXISTENCE OF SUCH ‘ OTHER WORLD — Objection —“ ThE 

Chain being a non-entity, it cannot have different states ; 

HOW THEN CAN THE ‘ OTHER WORLD ' CONSISTING OF THESE, BE 
ANYTHING re/il ? ”—Answer —^There is nothing in this ; what 
ARE DENOTED BY THE TERM ‘ CHAIN * ARE THE members of the chain, 
SPOKEN OF COLLECTIVELY BY THAT TERM FOR THE SAKE OF BREVITY ; 
—JUST LIKE SUCH TERMS AS ‘ FOREST ’ AND THE LIKE.— (1872-1877) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is the ‘ other world ’ which you are denying ? Is it sometliing 
different from the Chain of causes and effects, consisting of Cognition and 
the other four ‘ Phases ’ (Skandhas) ? Or is it this same Chain ? 

The former cannot be right; as no such ‘ other world ’ has been ad¬ 
mitted. In fact, there is nothing apart from the Chain of Causes and Effects, 
in the shape of Cognition and the rest,—^>^"hich could be accepted. What is 
actually regarded as the ‘ other world *, or ‘ this world ’, or the ‘ previous 
world ’,—is only by way of a certain limit,—in the form of a hundred 
years or so—^placed upon the said Chain of Cognition, etc., which is without 
beginning and without end. This is exactly as you (Materialists), who are 
addicted to merely perceptible pleasures, apply the name ‘ other world ’ 


♦ [This use of * ndstikatd Ms to be noted; as it affords another indication of 
the truth that ‘ ndstika * is not the same as ‘ Atheist ’; ‘ nastikcUd \ as we find 
here, is the view that denies the other world. This is in agreement with the View 
of Vdtsydyana, who also sums up the ‘ Ndstika ’ view in the words * Ndsti dtmd 
ndsti paralokah \ * There is no Soul, there is no other world,’'] 
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to some other part of this same visible world ; as is declared in such asser¬ 
tions as ‘ The Man is only so mxich as is perceptible of the senses ’; and again, 
‘ The other loorld consists in another place, or another time or another state 
If, on the other hand, the ‘ other world ’ that is denied is something 
different from the said Chain of causes and effects in the shape of Cognition, 
etc,, —then, as such a conclusion is already admitted (by both parties), any 
proving of it would be futile ; as no such ‘ other world * is postulated by us. 

An objection is raised—“ The Chain toeing a non-entity, any State 
that is attributed to it must also be a non-entity ; under the circumstances, 
the ‘ other world ’ based upon such limitation could not be real ”. 

Answer —This does not affect our position. What the term ‘ Chain ’ 
denotes are the members of the chain, which are entities ;—these being spoken 
of, for the sake of brevity, and expressed collectively and simultaneously, 
by the one name ‘ Chain ’ ; just in the same way as the Dhava and other 
trees (w’hich are real) are spoken of collectively as ‘ Forest ’ (though the 
Forest as such is not a real entity).—(1872-1877) 

Question :—“ Tf it is so, then how was it that the Chain was spoken of 
as a non-entity under Text 1807, where the Chain or Series has been declared to 
be * illusory ’ (unreal) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (1878-1885). 

It is BECAITSE IT IS CONCEIVED AS ‘ ONE ’ (COMPOSITE), AND IS FEATCRE- 
LESS AND INCAPABLE OF BEING INDICATED EITHER AS THE Same, OR 

AS different (from the component members of the Chain), 

—THAT THE ChAIN HAS BEEN REGARDED AS A ‘ NON-ENTITY ’ :— 
JITST LIKE THE ‘ LINE OF SKY-LOTUSES — As IT IS, WHY CANNOT THE 

Chain be accepted as being without beginning and without 

END ?— If fiT HAD A BEGINNING AND] THE FIRST MEMBER OF THE 
‘ Chain ’ consisted of the first cognition ,—this could be held 
to be EITHPm (1) ‘ without CAUSE —OR (2) AS PRODUCED BY AN 
ETERNAL CAUSE,—OR (3) AS ETERNAL BY ITSELF,—OR (4) AS PRO¬ 
DUCED FROM ANY SUBSTANCE,—OR (5) AS PRODUCED BY ANY OTHER 

Cognition.—(1) The first cognition would appear at the very 
inception of the FIETUS, and it COULD NOT COME ABOUT WITHOUT 
CAUSE ; because OTHERWISE, ITS EXISTENCE, WHICH IS ONLY OCCA¬ 
SIONAL, WOULD BE QUITE THE REVERSE (EVERLASTING).—(2) NOR 
COULD IT BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY SUCH ETERNAL CAUSES AS MiND, 

Time, Space, God, Soul and so forth ; because on that very 

ACCOUNT IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL.—(3) On ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE 
OF THE SAID ‘ ETERNAL EXISTENCE ’ IT WOULD BE SHEER AUDACITY 
TO ASSERT THAT THE COGNITION IS ONE AND ETERNAL; AS DIFFERENCE 
IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED AMONG THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SoUND 
AND OTHER THINGS.—(4-5) NOR COULD IT BE PRODUCED FROM, OR 
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MANIFESTED BY, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCES—EaRTH, FiRE, WaTER 

AND Air; as, in that case, all Cognitions would be simul¬ 
taneous ; AS THE OTHER PARTY REGARD THESE SUBSTANCES AS OF 
PERMANENT FORM ; AND THE IDEA OF A PERMANENT THING RE¬ 
QUIRING THE HELP OF AUXILIARIES HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED. 

-(1878-1885) 


COMMENTARY. 

That ‘ Chain ’ which has been postulated as one has been found to be 
incapable of being indicated as the same as, or different from, the members 
of the Chain, and on that ground, it has been regarded as a ‘ non-entity ’;— 
just like the ‘ Series of sky-lotuses ’ ; and we do not base our notion of the 
‘ other world ’ upon the states of any such one ‘ Chain ’.—If it is this ‘ Chain 
of Cognitions, etc.’, called the ‘ other world which you are denying,— 
then, it cannot be right to deny this ‘ other world ’ on the basis of the denial 
of the very form or existence of the said ‘ Chain ’ ; because what is actually 
perceived cannot be denied. All the denial that could be made of it would be 
with regard to its qualities of beginninglesaneaa and endleaaneaa. —But why 
cannot these— endleaaneaa and beginninglesaneaa ,—be accepted ? 

If beginninglesaneaa is denied, and the first cognition at birth is held to 
be the first cognition (the lieginning),—then this initial cognition would be 
either (1) without cmme, —or (2) produced by an eternal cause, like an eternal 
Cognition or God and so forth,—or (3) it would itself bo eternal,—or (4) 
it would be produced from any Substance,—or (5) produced by a Cognition 
appearing in another ‘ chain —^I’hese are the five alternatives possible. 

If each cognition in the chain were the effect of another previous cognition 
in the same Chain,—then alone could the Chain be beginningleaa, not 
otherwise. That is why the Author has set forth these alternatives that are 
possible (under the idea of the Chain being not beginningless,—and then to 
show the untenability of every one of these alternatives). 

(1) The first alternative cannot be accepted; as under that view the 
Cognition would have permanent existence. Things are occasional only 
when they are dependent upon other things, and what is without cause is 
not dependent upon anything,—^why then should it cease to exist ? 

(2) Nor is the second alternative tenable ; as for that same reason it 
would be eternal. Effects become non-existent only by reason of the absence 
of their cause; when the cause is present in its perfect form, you have to 
explain why the effect should not come about. 

(3) Nor can the third alternative be accepted.—“Why ? ”— Because of 
the absence —of permanent existence.—^The same absence is fiurther emphasised 
by the words—‘ It would be sheer audacity, etc, etc,\ —This points out the fact 
of the Opponent’s Proposition being contrary to perceived facts. 

(4) The vsentence ‘ Nor could., etc, etc,' rejects the fourth alternative.— 

‘ Ksonl ’ is Earth.—This alternative is open to the same objections as tJie 
second one—that it proceeds from the Eternal God, etc. ; because the four 
Major Elemental Substances are held by the other party to be eternal.—It 
will not be right to urge that—“ the production of the Cognition from an 
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Eternal Cause would be possible as it would be dependent upon auxiliary 
causes ” ;—because it has been thoroughly established that an eternal cause 
cannot depend upon an auxiliary, as it can render no help to it.—(1878- 
1885) 

[The refutation of the fifth alternatives follows under Text 1893.) 

TEXT (1886). 

If the other party assert that “ these Elemental Substances 

ARE momentary (not eternal) ”,—then, in that case, why 
CANNOT their OWN DOCTRINE BE REGARDED AS 
REJECTED BY THIS ?— (1886) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the four Major Elemental Substances are described by the other party 
as nhomentary, —^\^4th a view to escape from the objections urged above.— 
then also, there are objections against him.—^This is what is meant. 

[These objections—against the view that Cognition proceeds from the 
elemental substances, Earth, etc.—are now set forth in detail.] 

For instance, there is nothing to prove that between Cognition and the 
Body (made up of the material substances), there subsists the relation of 
Cause and Effect,—on the basis whereof the usage of the other party could 
be justified. This argiunent may be thus formulated:—^When there is no 
evidence in support of a certain thing having a particular character, no sane 
man should treat that thing as being of that character ;—^for instance, one 
should not treat Fire as coUl ;—^there is no evidence in support of the presence 
of a causal relation between the Body and Cognition,—hence the wider pro¬ 
position is not available.—Nor can the Reason be held to be ‘ inadmissible ’. 
Because the causal relation is always based upon Perception and Non-appre¬ 
hension ; and as such, it can be ascertained through particular positive or 
negative concomitance (Premiss),—not by mere perception or non-perception. 
When the fact of a certain thing being the effect of a particular cause is going 
to be ascertained through positive concomitance, what is to be found out is 
if the thing in question is one which is perceptible and which, being not seen 
before, is seen when the other thing (the Cause) is seen ;—otherwise, if it 
were not foimd out if the thing is perceptible and was not seen before, —^then it 
might be thought that the thing (Effect) might have been there even before 
the Cause appeared, or it might have gone to some other place. So that 
there would be nothing in the idea of the Tree and such other things, which 
have been existing before the cause in question, being the cause of the effect 
concerned. This possibility becomes averted by noting that the effect is 
one that could be perceived and is yet not perceived ; as this condition is 
not fulfilled in the case of false causality. In this way the fact of a certain 
thing being the effect of a certain cause becomes ascertained through positive 
concomitance.—^In the ascertainment of the fact of a certain thing being the 
effect of a certain cause through negative concomitance, it has to be found 
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out what is that thing during the absence of which the effect in question 
does not appear, even though other efficient causes are there ; otherwise, 
if all that were accertained were that it does not appear when the other is 
absent, it would be doubtful if that particular cause is really efficient enough to 
bring about that effect; as other causes efficient for that purpose are also 
absent; so that it might be conceivable that—“ these latter are the real 
causes of the effect; and it is the absence of these to which the absence 
is due ; and as for its absence also during the absence of this other thing 
(which is intended to be the cause),—that may be a mere accident; just as in 
the case of the absence of date-palm, which grows in a place where the 
‘ Mdtrvivdha ’ (?) generally grows, dimng the absence of this latter. Hence 
the qualification, ‘ other efficient causes being present has to be added.— 
It is in this way that it is fully ascertained that the thing in question only 
can be the cause of the effect concerned ; its absence being duly followed (by 
the absence of the effect). There is no such following of the absence of any¬ 
thing which renders no help in the bringing about of the effect; if it did, it 
would lead to absurdity.—^Thus it is only through positive and negative con¬ 
comitance that the relation of Cause and Effect can be ascertained, not in 
any other way. 

There is no such positive or negative concomitance between the Body 
and the Cognition. For instance, there can be no certainty regarding the 
positive concomitance between one’s own Body and Cognition; because in 
the Foetus, before the appearance of the Cognition, the Body alone is not 
perceived ; nor is it perceived apart from the Cognition. As regards the 
Body of another person also, the Cognition is m)t one that could be per¬ 
ceptible ; and hence there is no perception of any order of sequence. Hence 
there can be no certain idea of positive concomitance.—Nor can there be 
any certainty regarding negative concomitance ; it is possible to know that 
when one’s own body is absent, his own cognition also is absent,—because 
the man himself is absent; but it can by no means be ascertained that in 
the absence of another man’s body, his cognition also is absent. Because 
that man’s cognition not being perceptible, even on the absence of his body, 
there may be doubts regarding the absence of his cognition. It is for this 
reason that, even in the case of Trees, though the Body is not there, it is 
not certain that the Cognition is not there; as in this case also there will 
be the suspicion that its presence is not amenable to perception. It cannot 
be right to be certain of absence on the basis of the absence of vibration, etc., 
as it is not necessary that causes mmt necessarily produce their effects. It 
would be always a matter of doubt whether the absence of Cognition in the 
Tree is due to the absence of the Body or to the absence of its Cause in the 
shape of the absence of Desire which would be the cause of its having a 
particular body. 

Thus the Reason adduced by us is not ‘ inadmissible ’. 

Nor is it ‘ contradictory ’ ; as it is present in all cases where the Pro- 
bandum is known to be present. 

Nor again can it be ' Inconclusive ’ ; as that would lead to incongruities ; 
and also it would mark the objector as being devoid of intelligence. 
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Question :—“ What is there to prove that the contrary of the Proposition 
‘ The Body cannot be the cause of the Cognition * is not true ? 

Answer: —^This has no force ; as the proof is there ; for instance, that 
‘ the Body cannot be the cause of the purely subjective Cognition ’ is going 
to be proved under Text 1930—‘ Mental Consciousness is independent, self- 
sufficient, etc. etc.’; specially as it is this subjective Consciousness itself which 
serves as the dominant cause in bringing about the contact of other bodies ; 
which shows that it is not dependent upon the present body; and thus it is 
that the existence of the ‘ other world ’ becomes established. 

Then again, the Body maj^ be the Cause of the subjective Consciousness. 
But would it be so in the form of the single composite whole,—or in diverse 
forms, in the form of an aggregate of atoms ?—Would it be the cause along 
with the sense-organs ? Or without the sense-organs ? Would it be the 
material (constituent) cause ? Or the contiibatory cause ?—^These are the 
alternatives possible. 

Now, the Body, as a single composite whole, cannot be the Cause of 
Cognition ;—^as the very idea of the composite whole ’ has been already 
rejected. And also because such an idea would militate against the notion 
that the cause consists of the Four Major Elemental Substances ; as a single, 
thing could not have four forms ; as, if it did, then there would be an end 
of all notions of ‘ plurality ’. 

Nor can the Body in the form of the aggregate of atoms be accepted 
(as the Cause of Cognition). Will the Cause consist of the Atoms severally or 
collectively ? It cannot he severally ; as in that case the Cognition would 
arise from each one of the atoms, just as the sprout arises from every one of 
the seeds. Nor could it be collectively ; as in that case, the defect in any¬ 
one of the limbs—like the Nose for instance,—would lead to the contingency 
of no Cognition l>eing produced at all; just as the defect in even one of the 
various ingredients of the Cause of the sprout,—in the sliape of the soil, 
for instance,—^makes it impossible for the sprout to appear. In fact, when¬ 
ever an effect is dependent upon a concatenation of cause-conditions, it does 
not come about, when even one of those conditions is absent; if it did, it 
would not be dependent upon them.—ft might be held that “all the atoms 
are the cause of Cognition, according as they happen to be in proximity 
But in that case, there should be some difference between the effect as pro¬ 
duced by a perfect cause and that produced by a defective cause ; as the 
two causes would be different; otherwise the distinction in the cause would 
be pointless. As a matter of fact, when a cause that has been perfect in all 
its parts happens subsequently to l>e defective in certain parts, there is not 
found any difference in the subjective Cognition at all; and this is due to 
the fact that the impressions of past auditory and other cognitions con¬ 
tinue intact.—It is only in the case of Animals, like the Elephant for instance, 
that there are changes in the subjective Consciousness, not in the case of 
human beings ; the animals in the infantile stage of the body are dull, while 
those that have acquired a larger body are cleverer ; the improvement and 
deteiioration of the Cause, in this case, are found to bring about improve¬ 
ment and deterioration in the Effect; hence when, between two things. 
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the changes in one do not lead to changes in the other, one cannot be the 
Effect of the other ; otherwise there would be absurdity ; and the changes in 
the Effect would be without cause. 

Nor can the other alternative view be accepted, that the Body along with 
the Sense-organs is the cause of subjective Consciousness.—For, here also, would 
the subjective Consciousness proceed from each of the sense-organs severally T 
or from all of them collectively ?—^It could not proceed from each sov’^erally ; 
because it is found tliat even after the disappearance of the Sense-organs one 
by one, the subjective Consciousness comes in all right. For instance, even 
when the motor-organs have become disabled by Paralysis and other diseases, 
the subjective Consciousness remains intact and enjoys a perfect state of 
existence. And when between two things, the clmnges in one do not bring 
about changes in the other, one cannot be the Effect of the other ; otherwise 
there would be incongruities. Further, under the view under consideration, 
subjective Consciousness would have to bo regarded as (a) apprehending 
only particular things, (6) as being free from conceptual content (indeter¬ 
minate), (c) as being dependent upon the presence of the object,—^just like 
the Visual and other sense-cognitions ; because it would have the same cause 
as these latter ; and also because there would bo the possibility of several 
conceptions appearing at the same time. 

Nor can the other alternative view bo accepted,—that “ Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from all the sense-organs collectively ” ; as in tliat case, 
there could be no Subjective Consciousness, even when one of the Sense- 
organs woiild be absent (disabled); just like the absence of the Sprout on the 
absence of even one of its contributory causes. 

Nor can the other alternative view be accepted—that Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from the Body without the Sense-organs ”. As 
under that view, it would be possible for the said Consciousness to proceed 
from the Hand and such other parts of the body even when severed from the 
Body. If it wore held that a qualified Body is the cause,—then it would 
come to tliis that the cause consists of the Body as along with the Sense- 
organs ; as no qualified Body can be shown other than the Body with the 
Sense-organs, 

Nor again can the view be accepted—that “ the Body is the material (con¬ 
stituent) cause of Subjective Consciousness —Because that particular cause 
is accepted as the ‘ Material Cause ’ of a certain Effect wliich is found to 
fulfil the two conditioiLS—viz. ; (1) tliat it helps, by its presence, the entire 
nature of the Effect embracing all its peculiar features, and (2) that the 
Effect undergoes no change except upon changes in the said Cause; as is 
found in the case where the Clay is held to be the ‘ material cause * of the 
Jar as it passes successively through all the modifications proceeding from the 
clod of clay to the finished product called ‘ Jar *. It is for this reason that 
when one desires to modify a certain thing he modifies it by modifying its 
material cause,—not in any other way. When an antecedent Material Cause 
is there without having its potency impeded in any way,—no one can impede 
the appearance of the subsequent Effect going to be produced. For instance, 
in the case of the Jar, no modification can be made in the effect to be 
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produced, without having brought about a ‘moment* in the Clay incapable of 
further eificiency. In fact, in the bringing about of all modifications, the 
process is the same—that of producing of a ‘ moment ’ (entity) incapable 
of producing another ‘ moment *; if it were not so, nothing could be directly 
contrary to anything. If such direct modification were possible, then, as 
the Cause, so the effect also could be modified directly by itself,—not through 
the bringing about of a like modification in its material cause.—It is true 
that in the case of the Lamp,—there is a modification brought about in its 
outspreading light by putting up an intervening screen without modifying 
the Light at all; but in this caee the Lamp is not the direct Material Cause of 
the Light; each Light-moment is the cause of the Light-moment that 
follows it; so that what happens is that the screen brings about a modifica¬ 
tion in the shape of a ‘ moment * devoid of further causal efficiency, and 
thereby practically destroys the Light at that point.—In a case where a 
thing is modified without modifying an entity, it is not a case of Material 
Cause ; when, for instance, the Cow is modified without modifying the Qavaya, 
—^In the case in question, however, it is found that, without modifying the 
Body, the Subjective Consciousness is subjected, by wrong-doing, to modifica¬ 
tions, such as evil intentions and the like. So that here there would be 
apprehension of something contrary to the wider premiss (that there can be 
no modification in the effect without modifications in the Cause ;—if the 
Body were regarded as the Material Cause of Subjective Consciousness). 

Objection :—“ When there is modification in the Body, in the shape of 
being well-nourished and strong,—^which is brought about by good food,— 
there is actually perceived a modification in the Subjective Consciousness, 
in the shape of Love and Hatred, etc.” 

What does it matter if such modification is seen ? This alone does not 
make our Reason inadmissible. For example, all that is meant by us is 
that, when between two things, the modification of one is possible without 
modification of the other, then the one cannot be the Material Cause of the 
other. It is quite possible that under certain circumstances, without any 
modification in the Body, there is modification in the Subjective Conscious¬ 
ness by wrong-doing. Consequently why should oup Reason be ‘ inad¬ 
missible ’ ? But on the basis of occasional stray instances of modification 
(of the Subjective Consciousness due to modification in the Body) it cannot 
be right to regard the one as the Material Cause of the other. As, in this 
way, the object also might become the Material Cause (of Cognition). For 
instance, when one sees such disgusting things as the blood of the tiger, etc., 
there appears a modification in the mind of a cowardly person, in the shape of 
swoon and so forth; and yet this does not make the said Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness a material effect of that blood. Again, when the Mind is beset 
with vascillations due to love or grief and such causes, there come about 
certain modifications in the Body; and on the basis of this the Body might 
come to be regarded as having the Mind for its Material Cause. What is a 
fact is that when the modification of one thing always follows the modifica¬ 
tion of another, then alone can the one be rightly regarded as the Material 
Cause of the other. Modifications of the Mind in the shape of Love, Hate, etc. 
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do not always follow from the strength and vigour of the Body; as it is not 
found to follow in the case of the vigorous man who has attained wisdom. 
Conversely, even a man or an animal with a weak body and poor development, 
who happens to have no opportunities for sexual and other indulgences, has 
his mind beset with much Love and Hate, etc. And when one thing comes 
about in the absence of another thing, one cannot be rightly regarded as the 
Cause of the other. If it were so regarded, there would be incongruities. 
Love and Hate, etc. do not proceed directly from the Body ;—^the absence of 
opportunities for sexual and other indulgences being the necessary interven¬ 
ing conditions. For instance, when the Body is quite vigorous, there is a 
pleasure felt in the contemplation of pleasurable sensations; in such cases, 
the man, who has a body and a soul and has his mind beset with the notion 
pf impermanence attaching to Pleasures and their Means,—sometimes feels 
that what obstructs his pleasure does him good as well as liarm ; and 
thence follows the idea of the two alternatives of loving (the benefactor) 
and hating (the obstructor); thence follow (respectively) good-will and 
ill-will; from all this proceed the notions of Pleasure and other things.— 
All tliis is well-known tlirough positive and negative concomitance. In fact, 
it is only when the Mind is happy and at peace that Love is foimd to appear ; 
and it is often found not to appear when the Body is vigorous. From all 
tliis it follows that vigorousness, etc. of the Body cannot be the cause of 
Subjective Consciousness. 

From all this it also follows tliat, on account of its affording no 
direct help, the Body camiot be the Contributory Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness ; becanso in the case of the Sprout, it has been found that 
the Contributory causes are only those that have a direct bearing upon it,— 
e.g. the Soil, Moisture, etc. If it were not so, there would be incongruities. 
Love and other feelings therefore must be regarded as proceeding from the 
awakening of an antecedent homogeneous seed. As for vigorousness of the 
Body, youth and so forth, these are foimd to give rise to Love, etc. by 
enlivening the impressions of the past, in men who have had no practice at 
meditation and are hence without the requisite wisdom. 

Even granting that sometimes the Body has a direct bearing upon 
Subjective Consciousness, when this latter proceeds from its own material 
cause;—even so, it does not follow that it ceases upon the cessation of the 
Body. For instance, even on the cessation of Fire, the Jeu* does not cease 
to exist, because it has proceeded from its own material causes ; so this does 
not affect our view adversely.—^Nor is the Reason ‘ Inconclusive *; for, if 
it were, then there would be incongruities.—^Nor again is the Reason ‘ Con¬ 
tradictory *, as it is present in all cases where the Probandum is known to 
be present. 

Thus it is proved that the Body cannot be the Material Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness ;—^nor can it be the Contributory Cause;—^from all which it 
follows that Subjective Consciousness proceeds from preceding cognitions 
one after the other occurring in the same * Chain 

The following argument might be urged :—“ When any two things are 
found to be invariably concomitant with one another (always found to exist 
11 
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together), they must be regarded as Material Cause and Effect; as in the case 
of the Lamp and the Light; there is such invariable concomitance between 
the Body and the Subjective Consciousness;—Whence this is a Reason based 
upon the nature of things 

The Reason adduced here is ‘ inadmissible ’ for one or the other party. 
Because in certain cases, where the Mind-essence is devoid of material form. 
Subjective Consciousness is present even though there is no body.—Nor does 
the argiunent put forward quite prove what is meant to be proved ; as on 
the same grounds Subjective Consciousness might be regarded as the Material 
Cause of the Body. 

The Reason adduced is ‘ Inconclusive ’ also ; as the said concomitance 
is possible even when the cause is different; as between Fire and flmdity of 
(melted) Copper. For instance, it is only with Fire as the contributory cause, 
that Copper produces Fluidity,—^not otherwise ; similarly, in the case in ques¬ 
tion, the Foetus, which is the material cause of the Body, produces the next 
body, which is the contributory cause of Subjective Consciousness ; so that the 
concomitance between the Body and the Subjective Consciousness is not 
due to the one being the material cause of the other ;—to this extent, the 
Reason adduced is ‘ Inconclusive *, ‘ Doubtful *. 

The followring might be urged :—“ Even though the Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness appearing subsequently proceeds from each proceeding Con¬ 
sciousness (cognition),—yet that wliich appears for the first time must have 
proceeded from the Body ; hence it cannot be regarded as beginningless 

Tliis is not right. There is no proof in support of such an assumption,— 
as has been explained already.—It cannot be said that “ there is no proof to 
the contrary either ” ;—^because there certainly is proof to the contrary. For 
instance, if the Mental Cognition (Subjective Consciousness) were once at 
the outset produced out of the Body and then subsequently came to be pro¬ 
duced out of each preceding homogeneous Cognition,—then for ever after¬ 
wards it would be produced out of preceding homogeneous cognitions,—and 
never out of heterogeneous cognitions produced through the Eye and other 
organs ; when once the Smoke lias been produced by Fire, it is never, later 
on, produced from anything not homogeneous to itself. As a matter of 
fact. Mental Cognition is not always found to be produced by Mental 
Cognitions only ; it is found to be produced by any Cognition that happens 
to go immediately before it;—^when one thing has been found to appear 
immediately after anotlier thing, the former cannot be held to proceed from 
anything other than the latter ; as in that case, it would have to be regarded 
as being without cause. As regards Mental Cognition, it is foimd to appear 
immediately after the visual and other cognitions; hence it becomes 
established that it can follow from any Cognition wdthout restriction. 

Further, if it is only at the earlier stage that the Body is the material 
cause of the Mental Cognition,—and not at the later stages,—then why should 
it not proceed entirely independently of the Body ? It is not right that it 
should depend upon the Body which does not help it in any way.—^It might 
be urged—“ In your case also, where one cognition is preceded and brought 
about by another cognition, why should not the Cognition proceed by itself 
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alone ? ”—^There can be no force in this, as it does so proceed; as in the 
case where the Mind-element is without material embodiment; when a 
Cognition wants another Cognition, it is dependent upon that; this is only 
natural and should not be objected to.—it is held that “ at the later stages 
also the Body does help the mental Cognition”,—^then there would be tlie 
incongruity of several chains of Cognition proceeding at once; as the Body 
which is the Material Cause of the other Cognition would be present there in 
its efficient form and would be productive of the same. Because wliichever 
Cognition is produced from the Body sets going its own ‘ chain of cognitions ’ 
wliich is different from the other Chains ; in this way therefore for a single 
person there woiild be issuing forth, at every moment, inntunerable ‘ Chains 
of Cognition *. But such is never foimd to be the case. 

It might be argued that—“ when the Body helps the Cognition at the 
later stages, it does not help as its Material Cause; it is only as a Contri¬ 
butory Cause that it helps the Mental Cognition that has been produced out 
of itself as the Material Cause, in bringing about each of its succeeding effects ; 
so that the Body helps as a contributory cause, and the Cognition does not 
function entirely independently of the Body at any stage.” 

Tliis also cannot bo true. When one thing is known to be productive 
of another thing in a certain way, it cannot produce it in any other way ; 
as there is no difference in the conditions. For instance, the Light, having 
served as productive of visual Cognition as its basis, does not produce it in 
another way ; as has been thus declared—‘ Apart from apprefisnaibUityy 
there is no other characteristic of the apprehensible thing ; Colour and other* 
things camiot otherwise be helpful to the Cognition ’.—If it were not so,, 
there could be no certainty regarding the difference and non-difference of 
the Effect from the character brought about by its Cause ; as it would not 
be following in the wake of the help rendered by it; and this would mean 
that the Effect, is without a Cause. 

Then again, at the first stage,—^apart from the Body being directly pro¬ 
ductive of the Cognition,—you have not noticed in it any other character of 
the Material Cause. What you have apprehended is merely the fact of its 
being a directly contributory cause. And as this is present at the later 
stages also,—^why should it not be the Material Cause at those stages 
also ? Otherwise, as at the later stages, so at the first stage also, it may not 
be the Material Cause at all; as the conditions are the same. 

It will not be right to argue that—“ At the later stages also, it is the 
Body itself which, along with the preceding Cognition, would be the Material 
Cause of each succeeding Cognition ”.—Because the possibility of its being 
such a Material Cause has been already rejected in detail; and also because 
in tliat case, the first initial Cognition also would have to be regarded as 
preceded and produced by another Cognition. 

It is for these reasons that even under the view that material substances 
are impermanent, the following objection urged by the Teacher, remains 
applicable—‘ If the Cognition, once produced from the Body, becomes res¬ 
tricted to its own kind, through something else, then why should there be 
cessation of the Efficient Body ? * 
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From all this it follows that Mental Cognition (Subjective Consciousness) 
is without beginning* Or it may be understood that all Cognition, without 
exception, is without beginning. Because if the Cognition had a beginning,— 
then, when the Cognition would appear first of all, would it be Sens'doua 
Cognition or Mental Cognition ?—It could not be Sensuous Cognition ; 
because in the case of men asleep, or in a swoon, or with mind elsewhere,— 
even though the Sense-organs are there, the Sensuous Cognition does not 
appear, on account of the absence of the mental functions. Hence it is 
understood that the Sense-organs alone cannot be the cause of Sensuous 
Cognition; they can be so only tlirough the help of a particular functioning 
of the IVIind; and it should bo so imderstood because the causal relation 
between things is always determined by positive and negative concomitance. 
—^When too one thing has been ascertained to be produced, at first, from a 
certain other thing,—^it cannot obtain appearance before that from any third 
thing; as such appearance would be without a cause; as for example, if 
Smoke were held to proceed from non-fire. When the Sensuous Cognition 
has come about first of all, it does so only through a favourable mental opera¬ 
tion ; hence it becomes established that the Sense-organ alone can never be its 
cause; otherwise it would be without a cause ; this is an argument that annuls 
the said view. 

Nor can the first Cognition be a Mental Cognition (the second alternative 
put forth on bottom of p. 630 of the Sanskrit Text). As a matter of fact, it 
never appears independently by itself in reference to anything not appre¬ 
hended by the senses ; if it did, there would be no deaf or blind persons.— 
Even if it did appear so,—it should be explained if it would be conceptual 
(determinate) or non-conceptual (indeterminate) ?—It could not be con- 
ceptual; whenever Conceptual Thought operates it operates always as asso¬ 
ciated with verbal expression, expressive of the concept; because it is always 
foimd to appear in the form of an internal (unexpressed) verbal presentation; 
and this expressive verbal form of the Conceptual Thought could proceed 
either (a) from the comprehension of Convention,—or (b) from the fact of 
Word in the expressive form being a property of the Cognition itself, like 
the form of consciousness,—or (c) from the comprehension of the meaning 
of the Word. These are the only alternatives possible. 

(а) It cannot be true that it proceeds from the comprehension of Con¬ 
vention ; because the Convention has not yet been comprehended. 

(б) Nor can the second alternative be accepted ; because the essence— 
form—of the Word is twofold—‘ Specific Individuality ’ and ‘ Universal \ 
Of these the * Specific Individuality ’ of the Word is always apprehended 
in an inexpressive form ; hence on tliat basis, the Cognition could (not) be 
conceptual (determinate). Nor is it a property of the Cognition itself, as it 
always appears as something external, like the Blue and other objects. If 
then, it were the property of the Cognition itself, then the Blue and other 
things also might be the property of the Cognition itself ; as there would be 
nothing to distinguish between the two cases. In that case the entire universe 
would be mere Cognition, and not a modification of Material Substances. 



LOKlYATA—MATBEIALI8M. 


906 


Objection :—“ According to the view that Cognition has forms, the Blue 
and other things are of the very essence of the Cognition, and it is these that 
appear as external ; what then is it that is meant by the assertion that 
‘ because they appear in the external form they cannot be properties of the 
Cognition ’ ? ” 

True ; but the very fact of Cognition appearing in a form tainted by the 
external object leads us to conclude that it forms the essence,—not of the 
Cognition^ —but of the external object; as therein lies its own essence. In 
the Cognition it appears only on account of certain circumstances and is 
purely adventitious. 

From all this it follows that the Word in the form of ‘ Specific Individual¬ 
ity * cannot be expressive ; nor can it be the property of the Cognition itself. 

As regards Word in the form of the ‘ Universal —though that is expres¬ 
sive, yet it cannot be a property of the Cognition itself ; because it is tacked 
on, not to the Cognition itself but, to that which is comprehended on the 
hearing of the Specific Individuality of the Word appertaining to the external 
thing. The ‘ Universal ’ of one thing cannot be tacked on to another thing ; 
if it were, then there would be incongruities in the Cognition ; as in that case 
the Universal ‘ Cow ’ could be tacked on to the Horse. And until the thing, 
in the shape of the Specific Individuality has been apprehended, it is not 
possible to tack on to it that property wliich is expressive; for the simple 
reason tliat Properties are always dependent upon the Objects to which they 
belong, and as such cannot be apprehended by themselves. And the thing 
in the form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ cannot be apprehended by conceptual 
thought; as this latter always envisages the ‘ Universal *. Hence it becomes 
established that all Conceptual Thoughts have their source in the awakening 
of the Tendencies created by the beginningless apprehension of ‘ Specific 
Individualities 

(c) Nor, lastly, could the fact of the conceptual thought having the 
form of the expressive Word be due to the comprehension of what is expressed 
by the Word. Because words do not subsist in the object; nor are they of 
the nature of objects ; for if they were so, they could be understood by the 
unlearned also ; and it would, in that case, be impossible to apply words to 
things according to one’s own choice. 

Fiuther, though all objects are similar in so far as they are imj^ermanent, 
yet Conceptual Thought cannot envisage them all at one and the same time ; 
as each Concept\ial Thought appears only in respect of certain well-defined 
objects with special forms, as differentiated from other forms. Hence the 
Cause that is pointed out should be through a conceptual thought that 
appertains to a single form. Such a cause cannot be indicated to be any 
other except Repeated Practice; as is foimd in the case of the Conceptual 
Thoughts appertaining to dead bodies (?). Thus then as the Conceptual 
Thought proceeds through previous repeated practice, it becomes proved 
that the Conceptual Cognition is without beginning. 

Nor can it be right to accept the alternative (set forth on p. 63, liiie 7 
of the original) that ‘ the first Mental Cognition (or Subjective Consciousness) 
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is non-conceptual —Because under that view there would never be any Con- 
ceptual Cognition at all.—^It might be argued that—“ in the m&nneT explained 
before, it could appear later on on the basis of Conception —But that can¬ 
not be; so long as the man rests upon non-conceptual cognition, he caiuiot 
set up any Convention. Because no Convention can be set up until the 
Universal Word or the Universal Thing figures in the Cognition ; what 
does figure in the Cognition however is the Specific Individuality, and no 
Convention can be made either in relation to it or upon its basis ; because 
it is meant for the purposes of Usage, while the Specific Individuality that is 
seen at the time of the Convention can never bo present at the time of usage ; 
consequently it has to be admitted that there is Conceptual Thought before 
the Convention is made relating to the Specific Individuality. And this is 
not possible without repeated experience ; so that there also it becomes 
established that the Cognition in question is without beginning. 

Then again, if it is not admitted that ‘ the first Cognition at birth is 
due to the continuity of the impressions left by the repeated experiences of 
previous lives ’,—then, how would you account for the idea in the new-born 
babe,—even among animals—of a certain thing being a source of pleasure 
and another a source of pain ? It is by virtue of such ideas that it seeks for 
the mother’s breasts which it regards as a source of pleasure, and it cries 
out when it does not find it, or having found it suddenly stops crying and 
proceeds to feed itself. Certainly during its present life, the baby has never 
experienced the fact of the breasts being the means of allaying the pangs of 
hunger. Nor has it had any experience of falling from a precipice being a 
source of hurt and pain; and yet even the newborn young of the monkey 
becomes afraid of death and the suffering caused by falling from a height, 
and, on account of that fear, clings more strongly to the mother’s arms ; and 
also avoid the place where there is a precipice. Until people have had 
some actual experience of tilings bringing pleasure or pain, they never in¬ 
variably seek to obtain the one and avoid the other. If they did, there would 
be an absurdity.—^The example of the Iron being drawn to the Magnet 
cannot be properly cited in this connection; because that attraction is not 
without cause ; if it were without cause, then it would always be there. If 
then it has a cause, it is the Magnet that is pointed out to be the cause on 
the basis of positive and negative concomitance ; and some similar cause 
will have to be found for the action of the child in securing and avoiding 
certain things. No such cause can be indicated, apart from repeated ex¬ 
perience. Hence it becomes established that the action of children in seeking 
to obtain and avoiding certain things is due to rejieated past experience ; and 
that, on this account, the Cognition must be without beiginning. 

It is for these reasons that the author is going to indicate other objections 
applicable in common (to all the views of the Materialists)—under Texts 1930 
and 1940 below.—Hence we desist from further details. 

Further, if the Chdrvdkas admit the momentary character of things, then 
their own doctrine,—that Material substances are everlasting—becomes 
upset.—(1886) 
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TEXTS (1887-1888). 

[The Materialist might say]—“ Let the doctrine be upset ; we 

ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT ALL THINGS ARE DECIDEDLY MOMENTARY, 
BECAUSE IT IS A REASONABLE VIEW SUPPORTED BY ALL 
KINDS OF REASON —If YOUR LOVE FOR REASON IS 
SO GREAT THAT YOU HAVE NO REGARD FOR YOUR 
OWN DOCTRINE,—THEN YOU SHOULD ACCEPT 
ALSO THE MORE REASONABLE VIEW 

THAT ‘ Primary Elemental Sub¬ 
stances DO NOT EXIST AT 
ALL ’.-(1887-1888) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you accept the momentary character of things, because it is in accord - 
ance with Reason, then you should accept the doctrine that ‘ Ideas alone 
exist ’, which is still more reasonable ; because reaaondblenesa, which is your 
criterion for acceptance, is present in this case also.—(1887-1888) 


Qmation :—“ How so ? ** 
Anawer :— 


TEXT (1889). 

The Primary Elemental Substances cannot exist in the form of 
composite wholes, nor in the form of Atoms ; because there 
CAN be no CONJITNCTION OF AtOMS,—^AS IS GOING 

to be explained.— (1889) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tl^dm *—of the Primary Elemental Substances. 

* Going to he explain^ —^under the next chapter on the Examination 
of the ‘ External World ’.—(1889) 


Question :—“ If the said elements do not exist, then how is it that they 
figure in Cognitions ? ’* 

Anawer :— 
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TEXT (1890). 

Not HAVING ANY REAL EXTERNAL FORM, THEY FIGURE IN COGNITIONS 
ONLY THROUGH THE FRUITION OF DISPOSITIONS ; JUST AS DURING 
DREAMS ; THEY DO NOT APPEAR ANY¬ 
WHERE ELSE.— (1890) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Anywhere else —^i.e. apart from Cognition.—(1890) 

Question :—“ How then is it that peqple and the scriptures speak of the 
Earth and other Elemental Substances ? ** 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1891). 

All these four Primary Elemental Substances are assumed on 

THE BASIS OF WHAT APPEARS IN COGNITION,—JUST LIKE 

Dreams and Illusions. And they have no 
REAL existence.— (1891) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ If the elemental substances do not exist, then what is 
the basis of the Cognition (of these) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (1892). 

It is not POSSIBLE THAT WHAT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Cognition should figure in it ; it is only a previous cogni¬ 
tion ENVISAGING THE SUBSTANCES THAT COULD 
PRODUCE ANOTHER SUCH COGNITION.— (1892) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tadanyasya ’—something different from the Cognition, in the shape of 
the four elemental substances.—(1892) 


It has thus been proved that the first Cognition after birth cannot 
proceed from any material substance. The author now proceeds to demolish 
the view that it is produced only by another Cognition (occurring in a different 
Chain ;—^the fifth alternative put forward under Text 1880):— 
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TEXTS (1893-1896). 

If the Cognition in some other ‘ Chain ’ be held to be the Cause 
(of the First Cognition), — then (the question is) —is that 
THE ‘ Material Cause ’ of it, or the ‘ Contributory Cause ’ ?— If 
IT is meant to be the Material Cause, then the learning 
and culture of the Parents should continue in the child’s 
‘ Chain of Cognitions ’;—^that such is the nature of the 
Material Cause and its effect has been ascertained, through 
positive and negative concomitance, in connection with one’s 
own ‘ Chain ’.— If, on the other hand, the Cognition of the 
other ‘ Chain ’ be assumed to be the ‘ Contributory Cause 
OF the First Cognition, on the basis of its own Material 
Cause,—then there would be nothing wrong in it.— (1893- 
1896) 

COMMENTARY. 

Would this ‘ Cognition ’ occurring in ‘ another Chain *,—^i.e. the ‘ Chain 
of Cognitions ’ of the Parents,—^be the Material Cause or the Contributory 
Cause (of tlie First Cognition under consideration) ?—^It cannot be the Material 
CaiLse ; as, in that case, it would be possible for the peculiar learning and 
culture of the Parents to continue in the Son ; just as the Parents’ Cognition 
continues in their own subsequent cognitions. It has been found in the 
•case of all Material Causes and their Products that the embellishments of 
the preceding * moment ’ continue in the succeeding ‘ Moments ’ ; this having 
been foimd, by positive and negative concomitance, to be the case is one’s 
own ‘ Chain ’. 

The following might be tho opinion suggested—“ When one lamp is 
lighted from another Lamp the second lamp is not produced as equipped 
with the size and other embellishments of the first one,—^it is produced 
merely as a lamp without any embellishments ; it acquires its own embellish¬ 
ments from other sources in the shape of its own wick and oil, etc.;—and the 
same may be the case with the Cognition in question also 

That cannot be so ; because the embellishment of the Lamp sets up a 
‘ chain ’ in its own substratum also ; because it is itself evanescent; that is 
the reason why on the exhaustion of the ‘ fuel ’ (in the shape of the oil and 
wick), the Lamp ceases to exist. The embellishment of Learning and Culture 
however is not evanescent; as it continues for a long time. Hence it is not 
possible for mere Cognition without embellishments to be produced in the 
manner of the Lamp. 

Further, in the case of the Lamp and other things, the presence or absence 
of peculiarities is determined on the basis of their being aggregates of larger 
and less number of atoms ; of the single thing, as a mere entity, there cannot 
be either presence or absence of peculiarities. In the case in question however, 
the single entity, the Cognition in the mother, would have the peculiarities of 
the cultural and other embellishments, while when appearing in the son, it 
would be without these peculiarities ;—who can impart such a teaching ? 
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Then again, the redMctio ad ahmrdum that has been urged is in regard 
to the view that one Cognition is the Material Cause of the other ; but one 
Lamp is not the Material Cause of the other Lamp; because it belongs to 
an entirely different ‘ Chain Hence what has been urged is nothing at all. 

Further, in the case of Beings who have no mother—e.g. the sweat-born 
insects,—^how could the first Cognition be due to a Cognition in another series ? 
—^We resist from further argumentation on this subject. 

If, on the other hand, it be held that the Cognition of the other Chain 
is a contributory Cause of the First Cognition,—^then the argument proves 
what is already admitted (by all parties) and hence is superfluous.—(1893- 
1896) 

The following Text formulates the argument in support of the beginning- 
lessness (of Cognition):— 

TEXT (1897). 

Thus then the First Cognition must be regarded as arising out 
OF its own Material Cause,—because it is Cognition and 
so forth,—LIKE the COGNITION OF THE PRESENT 
moment.— (1897) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be fomiulated as follows :—^That entity which par¬ 
takes of the nature of the Four Phases of Cognition, Feeling, Name-Concep¬ 
tion, and Mental Faculty, must be regarded as proceeding from its own 
Material Cause ;—^because it is Cognition, Feeling, etc. etc.—just like the same 
Four Phases during youth and old age ; —the First Cognition is of the nature 
of Cognition :—alienee tins is a Reason bcuted upon the nature of the thing. 

In the term ‘ First Cognition ’, the mention of Cognition is only by way 
of illustration ; what is assorted should be imderstood to be true of Feeling 
and the other Phases also.—(1897) 

The following Text puts forward an argument against the contrary of 
the above conclusion :— 

TEXT (1898). 

As OTHER CAUSES HAVE BEEN REJECTED, IF THE COGNITION WERE 
ENTIRELY WITHOUT CAUSE,—THEN, IT COULD NOT HAVE ANY 
PARTICULAR CHARACTER AT ALL.— (1898) 

COMMENTARY. 

All other causes, in the shape of the eternal things—^Mind, Time, Space, 
God and so forth,—^have been rejected before ; and the view that the Cognition 
arises out of itself is not accepted ; the only alternative left is that it should 
be without cause ; but in that case it could not have any such particular (dis¬ 
tinguishing) character as Beirvg Cognition and the like. Because a character 
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or property that is purely accidental cannot serve as a determinant, and 
hence there could be no determination on the basis of that. 

Thus the cavselessneas of Cognition would be open to rejection by the 
incongruity of there being no possibility of the appearance of such distinguish¬ 
ing characters as that of Being Cognition and the like;—and there would 
be the further objection that if it were causeless, it would not bo possible 
for the Cognition to appear only occasionally.—(1898) 


Having thus established the fact of there being a ‘ previous ’ birth, the 
author proceeds to establish the ‘ futme * birth also :— 

TEXT (1899). 

The Cognition at the moment of death is capable of bringing 

ABOUT its product,—BECAUSE IT IS BESET WITH AFFECTIONS, 

NOT HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL ATTACHMENT,—LIKE THE 
PREVIOUS COGNITION.— (1899) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition or Consciousness that is beset with affections is capable 
of producing its effect in the shape of another Cognition,—^because it is beset 
with affections,—^like the Consciousness during the previous state;—^and 
the Consciousness at the moment of death is beset with affections ; hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

This Reason cannot bo said to be ‘ inadmissible ’; because as a matter 
of fact, the Consciousness that is dissociated from the idea of ‘ Void *, which 
is opposed to all experience, is always beset with affections ; because it is 
dissociated from its opposite,—^just like the Consciousness during intercourse. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’ (DouV)tful); because the appearance 
of another Cognition is always due to this much only. Hence the reason 
against the contrary of the conclusion would consist in the impossibility of 
there being a fully efficient cause.—(1899) 

The same point is fmther elucidated :— 

TEXT (1900). 

In the form in which the Cognition produced a definite Cognition 

IN the past,—WHY CANNOT IT, IN THE SAME UNALLOYED 
FORM, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT IN FUTURE ALSO ? —(1900) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In the same form ’—i.e. bearing the same form or character.—(1900) 

In the following Text, the Opponent urges the objection against both 
the above arguments,—^that “ the Corroborative Instances cited are devoid 
of the Probandum ” :— 
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TEXT (1901). 

“ According to the other view, the idea is that Consciousness 

PROCEEDS FROM THE BODY ITSELF ; HOW THEN CAN THE TWO 

Corroborative Instances be admitted to be 
EQUIPPED WITH THE PrOBANDUM ? ’’— (1901) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Probandiun, that is desired to be proved, is that the Cognition 
proceeds from its own Material Cause and produces its own product ; according 
to the other Party, however. Cognition is always produced from the Body 
itself; so that for him there can be no Instance which fulfils the conditions 
of the Probandum ; why then has the Buddhist put forward the two instances 
of ^ the present Cognition ’ and ‘ the previous Cognition * ? ” 

[The answer to this is as follows]— 


TEXTS (1902-1905). 

The IDEA OF THE Body being the Cause (of Cognition) has be4:n 

ALREADY DISCARDED, ON THE GROUND OF ITS INVOLVING THE POS¬ 
SIBILITY OF ALL Cognitions appearing simultaneously, on 
ACCOUNT OF there BEING NO OTHER (CONTRIBI^TORY) CAUSES.— 
As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS FOUND THAT COGNITION IN THE FORM 
OF Remembrance, Affection and so forth (which are Cognitions) 

ACTUALLY PROCEEDS FROM PLEASURABLE EXPERIENCES AND PLEASANT 
REMINISCENCES OF THE SAME [WHICH ALSO ARB Cognitions] \— 
AND THIS CANNOT BE DENIED.—^ThEN AGAIN, IT IS ALSO SEEN 
THAT DETERIORATION AND IMPROVEMENT IN ONE’S LATER 
COGNITIONS ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY DETERIORATION AND IMPROVE¬ 
MENT IN THE PRACTICE OF THE LEARNING AND ArTS.—It IS ALSO 
SEEN THAT WHEN THE FUNCTIONING OF THE MIND IS DEFECTIVE, 
THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF OTHER THINGS.— On ACCOUNT OF 
ALL THESE FACTS, THE IDEA OF COGNITION PROCEEDING FROM 

Cognition cannot be objected to.— (1902-1905) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no force in the above objection. It has been already shown that 
the Body cannot be the cause of Cognition, on the ground that that would 
involve the simultaneity of Cognitions ; because there is no other contributory 
cause which would be needed; and if the Body is eternal, it cannot require 
anything else ; if on the other hand, it is not eternal, then the previous and 
the present, both objections, would be applicable. As a matter of fact, what is 
proved by proper means of Cognition cannot be set aside by mere assertion ; 
as otherwise there would be incongruities; so that nothing could be the 
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cause of anything at all. This is what has been described in the words ‘ mere 
disagreeableness cannot render things objectionable 

Further, it is found that after a pleasurable experience, when there is 
remembrance of it in a definite form, there proceeds, from this pleasurable 
Cognition, a feeling of love and attachment—‘ How beautiful she is! So youth¬ 
ful and slim-waisted, with a handson^ face ! ’ and so forth ; when one goes 
on contemplating upon it there appears in the mind of the man inclined to 
be passionate, the passion of Love. Similarly when some one causes one 
an injury, one goes on thinking of it—‘ He has done me this injury,—he 
has done it in the past—^he is going to do it again ’ and so forth ; thereupon 
there appears Hatred.—^How can all this be denied ;—specially by one who 
takes his stand upon Sense-perception (as the only Right means of 
Cognition) ? 

Similarly, when there is deterioration and improvement in the previous 
practice of Learning and Arts, it is found that there are corresponding deteri¬ 
oration and improvement in the subsequent Cognitions. And it is found 
that, when the Mind is attracted elsewhere and the functioning of the Mind 
is defective, there is no perception of other things. 

From all this it is clear that the idea that Cognition is the Cause of 
Cognition, is in accordance with reason and should not be objected to ; also 
because it has been actually proved that Cognition is the Cause of Cogni - 
tions.—(1902-1906) 


TEXT (1906). 

The Reason—‘ because they subsist in different bodies ’—cannot 
BE admissible. BECAUSE HOW CAN THERE BE ANY SVbsistence OF 
THE Cognition, which is incorporeal and hence not 
LIABLE TO FALL DOWN, IN THE BODIES ?— (1906) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 1861, it has been argued (by the Materialist) that—“ there 
cannot be any relation of Cause and Effect between the two Cognitions imder 
dispute, because they subsist in different bodies ” ;—^this Reason there put 
forward is not admissible. Because, if the * subsistence * meant is that of 
the nature of ‘ container and contained then such subsistence in the Bodies 
is entirely impossible for Cognition, which is not liable to fall; because even 
though the causal relation may be there, the Cognition, which is incorporeal^ 
could never be liable to fall; and for what is not liable to fall, no container 
is needed, as it could serve no useful piupose.—(1906) 

Question ;—“ What then would the Container (or Receptacle) do in the 
case of Water and such things ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (1907). 

In the case of water and other things, the Receptacle (Container) 

WOULD BE there AS SERVING TO PREVENT THEIR FALLING DOWN. 

In the case of Cognitions however, which are devoid 

OF MOVEMENT (AND HENCE OF FALLING), WHAT 
WOULD BE THE USB OF RECEPTACLES (OR 

Containers) ?— (1907) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the case of Earth, etc. which are corporeal, tilings are produced on 
the spot where the material cause exists, and never in a place where that 
cause does not exist; hence tliat which serves as preventive of their moving 
away from that place is regarded as the Receptacle (Substratum, Container). 
No such thing is possible in the case of what is incorporeal.—(1907) 


TEXT (1908). 

If then, the * Subsistence ’ (of the Cognitions in the Bodies) be 

ASSUMED TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ IDENTIFICATION ’ (SAMBNESS), 

—THAT ALSO CANNOT BE RIGHT. BECAUSE FOR YOU, 

Cognition cannot be of the nature 
OF the Body.— (1908) 


COMMENTARY. 


If what is meant by ‘ Subsistence ’ is * being of the same nature — 
that also cannot be admitted. For you, who insist upon the External Things 
only, it cannot be right to assert that ‘ Cognition is of the nature of the 
Body ’ ; though it is all right for me who posit the Cognition only ; and for 
whom the Body also is of the nature of the Alayavijfldna (a series or chain of 
Cognitions).—(1908) 


Qitestion :—“ Why cannot it be right (to assert that Cognition is of the 
nature of the Body) ? ” 

Armver :— 
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TEXTS (1909-1910). 

Ip the Cognition is op the same nature as the Body,—then why is 

NOT THE Consciousness (Cognition) op Love, Hatred, etc. 

NOT perceived BY OTHERS AS CLEARLY AS THE BODY IS ?— 

In PACT, Cognition is cognised by the cogniser 

HIMSELF ALONE, WHILE THE BoDY IS COGNISED BY 
HIMSELF AS WELL AS BY OTHERS. THINGS 
THAT ARE SO COGNISED ARE ALWAYS 
DISTINCT, E.G. CoLIC PaIN AND THE 

Dramatic Actor.— (1909-1910) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Body of a man is perceived by another man, it should be 
possible for the latter to perceive the Love, Hatred, etc. also of the former; as 
the two are not different.—Nor can the premiss be falsified on the basis of 
occult powers (whereby the feelings of others are perceived); because at the 
time concerned no such powers are noticeable.—Nor can Consciousness be 
regarded as incognisahle ; as in that case, it could not be cognised by the 
Cogniser himself. 

Further, whenever between two things, one is cognised by one while 
the other is cognised by both,—^they are different from one another ; for 
instance. Colic Pain and the Dramatic Actor;—of the two Cognitions in the 
two bodies in question, while one is cognised by one, the other is cognised by 
both ; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.—‘ Svinaiva *— 
By the Cogniser himself.—(1909-1910) 

Says the Opponent—“ If this is so, then nothing can prevent the doctrine 
of Pure Idealism—(that there is Cognition or Consciousness alone)—also being 
rejected on these same grounds ”. 

The Answer to that is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (1911-1912). 

This Reason is not admissible against the doctrine that ‘ Cognition 
(Consciousness) alone exists ’; as (under that view) what 

IS COGNISED (by THE CoGNITION) IS THE APPEARANCE OF 
ITSELF ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE MAN WITH DEFECTIVE 

VISION.—Further, Cognition is always found to 
BE destroyed immediately after appearance ; 
if then, the Body with the Cognition is 

OF THE SAME NATURE AS THE COGNITION, 

—^WHY IS IT NOT REGARDED AS 

momentary ?—(1911-1912) 

COMMENTARY. 

* This Reason is not admissible ’;—^i.e. the Reason^ if so applied, becomes 
subject to the objection of being * inadmissible \ For instance, the fact 
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of ‘ being cognised by both ’ cannot be admitted by the Idealist; as for 
him what is cognised by the Cognition is always its own appearance; as in 
the case, of the man of defective vision seeing two moons. 

Then again, when a particular object is cognised, the Cognition is clearly 
found to disappear immediately after its appearance; hence, if the Body 
were held to be of the same nature as the Cognition, it should have to be 
regarded as momentary (like the Cognition).—(1911-1912) 

Thus then it has been proved that the ‘ Subsistence ’ of Cognitions in 
the Body cannot be admitted to be of the nature of ‘ identity * (or ‘ Same¬ 
ness ’). If ‘ the subsistence ’ of the Cognition in the Body be held to consist 
in its being produced- from it, —^then the question is—^is it ‘ produced from 
it * in the sense that the Mental Cognition has the Body for its Receptacle 
(or Substratum),—in the way that Visual Perception is produced by the Eye 
which serves as its receptacle ?—or, is it ‘ produced from it ’ in the sense tlxat 
it is inseparable from it;—as the Smoke is inseparable from Fire ?—Both 
these forms of ‘ Subsistence ’ are inadmissible. Because Mental Cognition 
does not rest in the Body, like Sense-Cognition ; as it does not always follow 
the changes in the Body. Nor is it invariably concomitant with—inseparable 
from—^it; because in the case of ‘ formless negations *, it is held that there 
are cognitions without the Body. 

Though the facts are so, yet, for the sake of argument, the Author 
admits tlxat the Beason is ‘ admissible ’, but proceeds to show that even so, 
it is ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtfxil);— 


TEXTS (1913-1915). 

If the said ‘ subsistence ’ be held to be due either to the Cogni¬ 
tion BEING PRODUCED IN THE BODY AS ITS SUBSTRATUM,—OR TO 
ITS INSEPARABILITY FROM THE BODY,—THE REASON PUT FORWARD 

IS WRONG (Inconclusive, Doubtful). The Body undergoing 
DESTRUCTION EVERY MOMENT, THE PREVIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS BRINGS 
ABOUT AN UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS IN SUCH 
SUCCEEDING BODIES. If, BY REASON OF THEIR OCCURRING IN THE 

SAME Chain, the two Bodies be held to be not different 
FROM another,—THEN IN THE OTHER CASE ALSO, THERE COULD BE 
NO DIFFERENCE, ON THE SAME GROUND OF OCCURRENCE IN THE SAME 

Chain.— (1913-1915) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there is no incompatibility between the contiguity 
of other Consciousnesses and the presence of the Consciousness in the Body ; 
for instance, the Consciousness at the moment preceding death brings about 
contiguity with the Consciousness in the living body coming into existence 



lokAyata—materialism. 


&17 


at the next moment,—even though this latter Consciousness appears in a 
body other than that of the former ; because the Body has only a momentary 
existence ; hence the Reason put forward by the other party is ‘ Inconclusive 

If, on the ground of their occurring in the same Chain, the two 
Bodies be regarded as one and the same, and on that ground the fact of the 
Consciousness appearing in the ‘ same ’ body be assumed,—then, the same 
might be said in the other case also—of the Bodies appearing during the stage 
intervening between the two physical bodies. Because the Body appearing 
in the other regions (at wliich the intervening bodies appear) is only one 
other state of the Chain of the same Body consisting of the five ‘ Receptacles ’ 
{Ayatanas ),—just like the states of Childhood and old age. 

In the second argument (of the Opponent) also, the Probans or Reason 
adduced is ‘ because it is Cognition (or Consciousness) ’ ; and no evidence 
has been adduced to prove that the said Reason is not present where the 
contrary of the Probaudun\ is known to be present; so that the Reason is 
clearly ‘ Inconclusive ’, Doubtful. This fact was quite clear; hence 
the Author did not mention it.—(1913-1916) 

The third argument adduced by the other party is that—“ the dying 
Consciousness of the man beset udth affections can bring about another 
Consciousness,—because it is Dying Consciousness,—like the Consciousness 
of the man free from affections ”.—^Tliis is now taken up :— 


TEXT (lOlb). 

Why has it been held that the Consciousness of the Person free 
FROM THE Impurities of the Affections is non-contiguous ? 

—If THIS view is held in accordance with the doctrine of 
others,—that cannot be right ; because the autho¬ 
rity (and validity) of these doctrines is not 
ACCEPTED (by THE MATERIALIST).— (1916) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Non-colUiguoua —i.o. that which has no contiguity with another 
Consciousness. 

What is meant to be shown by this is tliat the Corroborative Instance 
cited is ‘ not admitted ’ by either one or the other of the two parties con¬ 
cerned. For instance, how does the Materialist know that in the case of the 
ArhatSy the dying Consciousness does not bring about the contiguity of another 
Consciousness ? 

It may be that imder the Buddhist Philosophy, the following assertion 
is found—‘ My life is at an end, I have led the life of the Student, I have done 
my duty, I know of no more birth —and it is in accordance with this faith 
of the Buddhist that the Materialist has based liis assertion that ' there is 
no contiguity of the dying Consciousness *. 

12 
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Tliis however cannot be right. As a matter of fact, the Materialist does 
not admit the authority or validity of the doctrines of other people ; how 
then could he come to have a conviction on the V^asis of what he does not 
accept as valid ? Specially, in tliis same way he may come to the decision 
that tlie ‘ oth€>r world ’ exists. 

If it is from any other valid source of knowledge that the Materialist 
derives the said conviction,—^then, why lias not that same source been cited 
as the proof ? Where was the use of putting up a Reason which does not 
lead to the desired conclusion and which only indicates sheer stupidity ? Cer¬ 
tainly that other proof could not be unfit for proving the other conclusion 
(of the Materialist)—for which reason it has not been adduced.—(1916) 


Even though the statement may be made on the basis of the Buddhist 
doctrine, yet there are some Buddhists who cannot admit the Corroborative 
Instance (of the Arlmis) to bo endowed with the Probandum {not bringing 
about Jurther consciousness). —^'Phis is what is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (1917-1918). 

As REGARDS THIS MATTER, THERE ARE SOME WISE PERSONS WHO DESCRIBE 

the Jinas (Buddhas) as ‘ Beings ’ whose ‘ NirvAna ’ is not ‘ abso¬ 
lute AND FINAL —AND THE TwO PaTHS AS AIMING AT THAT 
SAME Path.—For these people the Instance cited 

CANNOT BE ADMITTED TO BE ENDOWED WITH THE 

Probandum ;—even though it has been cited 
(by the Materialist) on the basis of the 
doctrine ok the other disputant,— 

(1917-1918) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ This matter \—the doctrine of the Buddhists. 

‘ Some wise persons —the Mahdydnist-Mddhyamikas^ 

These |>eople have declared that the ‘ Nirvana ’ of the Buddhas consists 
in the absence of absolute finality ; on the ground that both ‘ Birth-Cycle ’ 
and ‘ cessation of conscious existence ’ are neither final nor absolute for them. 
—As regards the Neo-phyte and the Prospective Buddha, these also have the 
same ‘ path of the Buddha ’ as their goal; as is clear from such statements 
as—‘There is only one Path, that of the Mahdydna \ —(1917-1918) 

Having pointed out the defect in the Corroborative Instance, the Author 
proceeds to show that the Probans also is open to the charge of being 
‘ Inconclusive ’:— 
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TEXT (1919). 

Inasmuch as no argument has been adduced as negativing the 

CONTRARY,—THERE IS AN UNCERTAINTY REGARDING THE 
NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE (OF THE PrOBANS WITH THE 
Probandum) ; so that, there being a suspicion 

REGARDING THE PRESENCE (OF THE ProBANS) IN 
THE contrary of the Pobandam, —the Probans 
REMAINS ‘ Inconclusive — (1919) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Inasmudi a«, etc, etc, ’ ;—thin is the reason for the imeertaiuty regarding 
the Negative Concomitance [i.e. there is no certainty as to tlie Probans 
being absent whenever the Probandiun is absent], 

‘ There being a suspiciony etc, etc, \ —^Tliis is tlu> reason for ‘ Inconclusive ’ 
ness *. 

‘ Vijdtlyasadbhava ’—is jyresence in the contrary, —“ Whose presence ? ** 
—<jf the Probans. 

The conii)oiuid ‘ Staihkyanidnay etc, etc, ’ is to be expounded as ‘ whose 
presence in the contrary is suspected ’. 

Nor could the contingency of the idea (of Death-Cognition i)roducing 
another Cognition) being taken to imply the absence of death be taken as 
serving the purpose of the argument negativing the contrary. Because in 
reality there is no ‘ death ’ of anything in the shape of the ‘ Soul ’ and other 
things ; what really happens is that a dissimilar Chain becomes set up, wliich 
brings about the cessation of the condition wliich gave the name to the 
particular body; and it is tliis that is spoken of as ‘ Death * in common 
l)arlance and also in scientific treatises.—(1919) 

It has been argued above (under Text 1865) tluit—“ it is sheer audacity 
to assert that there is Consciousness in the Fcjctus, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT8 (1920-1922). 

There is no audacity in asserting that ' there is Consciousness 

IN THE FgESTUS ’ ; EVEN THOUGH THE SENSE-ORGANS HAVE NOT 
APPEARED IN IT, WHY CANNOT COGNITION BE THERE i — In FACT 
THE ASSERTION THAT DOES INVOLVE AUDACITY IS THAT ‘ ALL COGNI¬ 
TION PROCEEDS FROM SENSE-ORGANS AND OBJECTS ’ ; BECAUSE THE 
CONTRARY IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE DURING DREAMS.— 1n REALITY, 

Cognition is apprehended also in a form which is distinct 
FROM that of the OBJECT, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF SWOON. 

From this it is clear that Consciousness can be there in the 

F(ETUS.— (1920-1922) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all Cognition were apprehended only tlirough the Sense-organs and the 
Objects,—^then our assertion would have been an audacious one ; as a matter 
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of fact, however, in Dreams and other states there appears Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness envisaging the Bltie and other objects, which Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness is apprehended even when there is no Sense-organ nor any Object 
in the shape of Colour, etc.—^Nor can it be said that at that time the sub¬ 
stratum of the Consciousness consists of the Sense-organ in the body; because 
what figures in the Consciousness is the Blve Object (which is not present in 
the body) ; and every bodily Cognition apprehends only tangible objects. 
Hence it is not right to say that ‘ all Cognition is in the form of the appre¬ 
hension of things *. It is thus that there is nothing incongruous in asserting 
the presence of Cognition in the state of swoon and similar conditions.— 
(1920-1922) 

The following might be urged—“ There is nothing incongruous in the 
idea of Consciousness existing there in the form of a latent potency, but 
the idea that it is actually there in its potent form is certainly incongruous 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1923-1927). 

Consciousness is not present in the Fcbtus merely in the form 

OF A potency ; THE VIEW HELD IS THAT CONSCIOUSNESSES ARE 
PRESENT THERE IN THEIR ACTUAL FORM.—WHENCE DO YOU DERIVE 
THE IDEA THAT THERE IS JIO CONSCIOUSNESS DURING SLEEP AND 
SWOON AND SUCH OTHER CONDITIONS ?—IP IT BE ARGUED THAT— 
THE IDEA IS OBTAINED FROM THE ABSENCE OP CONSCIOUSNESS — 
THEN, THE QUESTION IS—HOW HAS THIS ABSENCE BEEN COGNISED ? 
In case YOUR IDEA PROCEEDS THUS—‘‘ WE DO NOT COGNISE ANY 

Consciousness at the time ”,—then that itself proves the 
PRESENCE OP Consciousness at the time. — ^It might be argued 
THAT—“ If Consciousness is present during the said states, 

THEN WHY is THERE NO REMEMBRANCE OF IT ON AWAKENING, ETC. ? ” 
— ^ThIS fact (of non-remembrance) is not effective (in REFUTING 
OUR view) ; THE ABSENCE OF REMEMBRANCE IS DUB TO THE ABSENCE 
OF VIVIDNESS AND OTHER CONDITIONS (iN THE CONSCIOUSNESS)— 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE NEWBORN INFANT.— 

(1923-1927) 

COMMENTARY. 

There would certainly be an incongruity if there were some means of 
knowing with certainty that there is no Consciousness at all during the 
states of sleep, swoon and the like. 

“ There is this means of knowledge available in the fact that there is 
no consciousness or cognition of the Consciousness itself.” 

That cannot be right; how has this absence of the ConacUmsness of itself 
been cognised ? Ab ex hypotiheai there can be no definite cognition of the 
absence of Cognition. 
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If also your definite Cognition proceeds in the form that—“in sleep, swoon 
and other states, I am not cognisant of any Consciousness ”,—^then this defi¬ 
nite cognition itself proves the existence of Cognition (or Consciousness). 

It might be argued that—“if there were Consciousness during sleep 
and other conditions, then why should not there be remembrance of it on 
awakening, etc. ? ’—^The ‘ etcetera ? ’ is meant to include the state when the 
swoon and the intoxication have passed off ”. 

But this noii-remembrance is not effective in proving that what has been 
cognised did not exist there. It woiild be so if the mere cognition of a thing 
meant that there must be remembrance of it. As a matter of fact, however, 
in many cases, even when there is Cognition, there is no Remembrance,—on 
accoimt of the absence of vividness^ repetition and interest in the Cognition ; 
just as is found to be the case of the new-born infant, where, even though 
there is Cognition, there is no Remembrance.—(1923-1927) 

Question ;—“ What proof or authority have you for asserting that Con¬ 
sciousness is present,—^where there is doubt regarding the appearance of 
Remembrance ? ” 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent in the following— 

TEXT (1928). 

‘‘ If it is so, then how do yott postulate the presence op 
THIS (Consciousness) in these (states) ? **— (1928/1) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Of this *—of the Consciousness. 

‘ In these \—in the states of sleep, etc.—(1928) 

Our reason is as follows, as has been explained already:— 

TEXTS (1928-1930). 

We conclude this prom reasons already explained before.—^Ip 

THE PRESENCE OP CONSCIOUSNESS IS NOT ADMITTED DURING THE 
STATES OP SLEEP, SWOON AND THE LIKE,—THEN THEBE SHOULD BE 

Death ; while if another Consciousness is produced, 

THEN there would BE NO DeATH AT ALL.—^ThUS MeNTAL 
(subjective) Consciousness must be regarded as inde¬ 
pendent, as it is not dependent upon the Eye, etc. 
and it is present on the strength op its own cause, 
just as during Dreams, etc.— (1928-1930) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Reason as already explained before is as follows:—On awakening, 
the first Consciousness that the man has must be regarded as arising from 
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its own Cause,—^because it is Consciousness,—^like the Reminiscent 
Cognition following after experience. The Probans adduced here is not ‘ In¬ 
conclusive ’ ; because on the previous occasion it has been shown by the 
rejection of the possibility of other causes, tliat the necessary invariable 
concomitance is there. 

Then again, if there were no Consciousness during sleep, etc., then there 
would be Death. 

If, on the other hand, it be held that—“ after the Body has become 
entirely deprived of all Consciousness, another Consciousness is produced 
(on awakening) ”,—^tlien, such appearance of Consciousness would mean 
that there can be no Death at all; because, as in the case of the man awakening 
from sleep, so in the case of the dead man also, there would be reappearance of 
Consciousness. S|)ecially as it is only Mental (subjective) Consciousness that 
has the capacity to link up the next birth; as has been thus declared— 
‘ Linking up, Dispassion and the rest are admissil)le only when the subjective 
Consciousness is there ’. 

From all this it follows that Subjective Consciousness rests entirely 
upon the previous Consciousness; this is the idea expressed in the words— 
‘ Siihjectwe Consclomness must be regarded as independents \ —The reason for 
this ‘ independence ’ consists in the fact of its not reqviiring anything else. 
In all cases, this Subjective Consciousness proceeds entirely from its own 
Cause,—because it does not stand in need of any causes other than its own, 
in the shape of the Eye, etc. ;—as is found to be the case during sleep.— 
(1028-1930) 

The following Text disposes of the charge of ' inadmissibility ’ against the 
Reason just stated :— 


TEXT (1931). 

For instance, Conceptfal Cognitions are not dependent upon 

SENSE-ORGANS AND OBJECTS,—BECAUSE THEY COME ABOFT 
EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF THE FUNCTIONIN(J OF THESE 
LATTER,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ SKY- 
LOTUS ’ AND SirOH THINGS.— (1931) 


(COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tmtnvydpdraf etc. etc. ’—Even when there is no functioning of the 
Sense-organ and the Object. When one thing (*omes about without the 
functioning of the other, this latter cannot be the cause of t he former. If it 
wore, it would lead to absurdity.—(1931) 

The following might be urged ;—“ The (Conceptual (Cognition of the 
Sky-lotus and such things may be independent of the Sens(vorgan and the 
Object,—because it comes about even in the absence of these latter ; how 
could the Conceptual Cognition however, which appears when the Eye is 
fixed upon the Blue object before one, b(^ independent of th(^ Sensf^-organ 
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and Object,—^which could save the Probans from being ‘ inadmissible ’ in 
regard to a part of the ‘ Subject ’ (Minor Term) ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (1932-1933). 

Even on the presence op the Sense-organ and the object, the 

CoNCEPTITAL COGNITION THAT APPEARS IN RELATION TO THE PaST, 

ETC. SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ON THE SAME FOOTING AS THE 
CONCEPTION THAT ENVISAGES A NON-ENTITY. It HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED IN DETAIL THAT THE FORM OF 
AN ENTITY CANNOT FIGURE IN CONCEPTUAL COG¬ 
NITIONS, BECAUSE THEY INVOLVE VERBAL 
EXPRESSIONS.— (1932-1933) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tayoh ’—of the Sense-organ and the Object. 

‘ AsadartJuypardgetm ’—is ‘ that which envisages what does not exist *, 
—i.e. the conception of things like the Sky4otm »—On the same footing as 
this would be the conception relating to the Past (if Cognitions were depen¬ 
dent upon the actual prescMiee of the Object cognised). 

“ How so ? ” 

All Conceptual Cognitions appear as associated with verbal expressions, 
and hence the>’ envisage verbal expressions also ; and that which envisages 
the verbal expression cannot envisage an entity ; because verbal expressions 
do not bear upon the form of things ; as words are not fixed by Convention 
in relation to the actual form of tilings,—All this has been explainc^d in detail 
uiuLt the Chapter on ‘ Word and its Denotation’ (Chapter XVI). 

The Reason is present in everytliing where the Probandiim is known to 
be present; hence it cannot be regarded as ' Contradictory ’.—^Nor is it 
‘ Tuconclusive ’ ; because if the Cognition were not produced from its own 
cause, it would hav(^ to be regarded as without cause. —(19:12-1933) 

It might be argued that—as the Cognition would subsist in the Body, 
it could not be regarded as without cause 

The answer to tliat is as follows ;— 

TEXT (1934). 

In the states of Paralysis, etc.,—even though there is change 

IN THE Body, there is no change in the Subjective Con¬ 
sciousness ; hence this latter cannot be re¬ 
garded as subsisting in the Body,— (1934) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the body is struck with diseases like Paralysis, there is modification 
in it; but that does not make any change in the Subjective Consciousness; 
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hence this Subjective Consciousness cannot bo regarded as subsisting in the 
Body ; when one thing does not become directly modified upon the modifica¬ 
tion of another thing, it cannot be regarded as subsisting in this latter ; 

—e.g. the Horse, which is not modified by the modification of the Cow 
(does not subsist in the Cow);—on the modification of the Body, Subjective 
Consciousness does not always and directly become modified, in the state 
of Paralysis, etc. ;—hence there is non-apprehension of the wider character 
(which implies the absence of the loss wide).—(1934) 


The following proceeds to show that the character of avbaiating in 
aomething is invariably concomitant with the character of becoming directly 
modified on the modification of the latter thing:— 


TP]XTS (1935-1936). 

In CASES OF AFFECTIONS OF THE EyE, WHENEVER THERE IS THE SLiaHTES.T 

DEFECT IN THE EyB, THE COGNITION BASED UPON THE EyK 
APPEARS IN A DEFECTIVE FORM.—ThTJS, EVEN WHEN THE 

Body has perished, the Subjective Conscious¬ 
ness, WHICH DOES NOT SUBSIST IN IT, CONTINUES 
TO EXIST THROXrOH THE FORCE OF ITS OWN 
CAirSE ;—THERE CAN BE NO INCON¬ 
GRUITY IN THIS.— (1935-1936) 

COMMENTARY. 

As the wider character is absent, it is proved that the Subjective 
Consciousness does not subsist in the Body. 

‘ Thua ’—therefore—oven on the cessation of the Body,—the Subjective 
Consciousness shall not cease. There is no incongruity in this.—^When one 
thing does not subsist in another, it does not necessarily cease upon the 
cessation of the latter; e.g. the cessation of the Cow does not lead to the 
cessation of the Oavaya and the Body is not the substratum of Subjective 
Consciousness; hence there is non-apprehension of the wider character — 
(1936-1936) 

It has been argued above (under Text 1869) that>—“ when the other 
body has not been seen, how can it be understood that the required sub- 
stratum is the Body that is born subsequently ? ” 

The answer to that is as follows 
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TEXTS (1937-1938). 

When there is no incongruity in Subjective Consciousness by 

ITSELF, WE ARE NOT EAGER TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OP ANOTHER 

Body.—But, even though not seen, such a Body 

CANNOT BE DENIED ; BECAUSE THE NON-PERCEPTION 
MAY BE DUE ONLY TO UNCERTAINTY IN THE 
MAN WITH DEFECTIVE EYESIGHT,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF SCANTY SMOKE.— (1937-1938) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—^What is meant to be proved is the existence 
of the ‘ other world ’ ; and how can it be proved ?—It can be proved if it 
is shown that Consciousness is without beginning and without end; as it is 
only an aspect of Consciousness that figures in the Idea of the ‘ other world * ; 
this Idea cannot subsist in the Body, which is a material object with a shape ; 
as the ‘ other world ’ is held to be there even when the Body is not there. 
If. the ‘ Chain of Cognitions ’ is proved to be without beginning and without 
end, then the existence of our ‘ other World ’ also becomes proved. Hence 
we do not put forth any effort towards proving the existence of the other 
Body ; as it would be useless. 

Simply because the other body is not seen, it cannot be denied; as' 
this not-seeing may bo due to the absence of necessary attention, as happens 
in the case of the man with defective eyesight,—even though the body 
may be there all right; as it happens when there is a scanty line of smoke ; 
so that mere non-perception does not prove non-existence. In fact a sub¬ 
sequent body is described as actually perceived by persons of pure birth and 
super-normal vision. 

For these same reasons, there can be no denial of the ‘ migratory body ’ 
(Lingashanra) postulated by the Sdnkhya, 

In the case of the previously-born body also, it is just possible that 
there may be non-perception due to the remoteness of place ;—due either to 
its being produced at a remote place, or to the difference in its character, 
as in the case of Ghosts and Goblins. Even when the bodies are not remote, 
people witli normal vision can never cognise with certainty that it is such 
and such a being who has become born as a bird ; just as there is no recogni¬ 
tion in cases where the body is changed by means of the use of medicines 
with unthinkable potency.—(1937-1938) 


Q'mstion ;—“ How is it then that Cognitions appearing in different sub¬ 
strata are spoken of as belonging to the same Chain T ” 

Answer ;— 
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TEXTS (1939-1941). 

Even though the two Cognitions subsist in two different bodies, 

YET, BY reason OF THE LATER COGNITION APPEARING IN THE SAME 
PARTICULAR CHARACTER AS THE PRECEDING ONE, THE LATER COGNI¬ 
TION IS CONNECTED WITH THE SAME ‘ CHAIN ’ WITH WHICH THE 

PREVIOUS Cognition is connected.—Further, even in the case 

OF NEWLY-BORN INFANTS, THERE IS ACTIVITY TOWARDS SUCKING 
THE BREAST, AS ALSO DISPLEASURE AT BEING BAULKED ; ALL WHICH 
IS INFERRED FROM SUCH ACTS AS CRYING, SUCKING THE BREAST AND 

SO FORTH.—All this is of the nature of Conceptual Cognition, 
AND Conceptual Cognition is associated with names (verbal 
expression).— (1939-1941) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By reason of the later Cognition^ etc. etc. ’—That is, the Cognitions of 
the present life appear with tho same peculiarities as the Cognitions of the 
previous life. This has been thus declared—‘ Through repeated practice, good 
and evil deeds appear in the nature of men ; and these same appear in future 
lives, without any instruction,—like a dream \ 

The Materialist has argued as follow’s :—‘‘ The Body in this world and 
the Body in the ‘ other world ’ being entirely' different, the Chain of the 
Cognitions in those two bodies cannot be one and the same ; so that the first 
Cognition that appears in the Fmtus cannot belong to the same Chain as 
the Cognition under dispute,—l)ecause they l)elong to different l)odies,—like 
the Cognitions of the Buffalo, the Boar and f)ther animals ”. 

This also becomes refuted by what lias been said above. 

'I’hen again, for the following reason also the existence of the ‘ other 
world ’ should be admitted :—Every Conceptual Cognition is preceded by 
the rei)eatod Cognition of words,—Imcause it is Conceptual,—like the Con¬ 
ceptual Thoughts occurring in youth and old age ;—the Conceptual Cognition 
involved in the desire for sucking the breast- and so forth appearing in new¬ 
born infants is Conceptual ;—hence tliis is a Reason based upon tlu^ nature 
of tilings. 

The Reason cannot be said to be one which has an unadmitted sub¬ 
stratum ; because the existence of the Minor Term in the shape of the desire 
for sneaking the breast, etc., is ]iroved by such effects in newborn infants as 
crying and actual breast-sucking; such crying and breast-sucking cannot be 
possible in one who has no conception of liking and- disliking. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ inadmissible by itself ’ ;—this is shown by the words 
‘ all this is of the nature of Conceptual, etc. etc. \ —‘ All this ’—i.e. the desire 
for breast-sucking, etc.—is of the nature of Conceptual Thought; because it 
is apprehended as something sought after. 

That the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ is shown by the words—‘ is 
assocIcUed with names \ ‘ Sah ’ stands for Conceptual Cognition, Inas¬ 

much as Conceptual Cognition is associated with verbal expression, it is 
said to be ‘ associated with names "phis ‘ association with names — 
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of the Oonceptiial Cognition—is not possible without repeated Convention; 
as lias been explained by us already in detail.—(1939-1941) 

The following might be urged :—“ There may Vie association with names 
due to repeated practice ; but that does not prove what is wanted ; in fact, 
it only proves the contrary, i.e. the fact of being preceded (and produced) 
by repeated practice during the present life.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (1942). 

In the case in question there can be no ‘ NAME-FORM ’ TO WHICH 

ONE HAS BEEN HABITUATED, DURING THE PRESENT BIRTH.—AS 
IN THE CASE OF THESE PERSONS, IF THERE HAS BEEN NO 
PREVIOUS BIRTH, THERE SHOULD BE ENTIRE 
ABSENCE OP THE SAID DESIRE, ETC.— (1942) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—^The practice or habitual use during the 
present life in this world is negatived by all evidence,—in the case of new¬ 
born infants. The Reason adduced in support of a conclusion that is so 
annulled cannot be said to be ‘ contradictory because the Probans has 
been said to be ‘contradictory’ only when the Probandum is one that is 
not already annulled. 

‘ Name’form ’, -i.e. the form of the Name, i.e. its expressiveness ; even 
thougli this really functions in the mind, it is imposed upon (attributed 
to) the verbal forms. 

‘ These persons ’—i.e, the newborn infants. 

‘ Ahserwe of, etc, etc, ’—i.(\ absence of tlw^ said Desire for breast-sucking 
and so forth.—(1942) 

The following Text sums u]) the purport of the above arguments :— 
TEXT (1943). 

For THESE REASONS, THE SAID DeSIRE, ETC. MU.ST BE REGARDED AS 

PROCEEDING FROM THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE HABITUAL USE 

OF THE Name ; and as these are of the nature of 
(V iNCEPTiTAL Cognition, the said Desire 

ALSO SHOULD BE ADMITTED TO BE 

Conceptttal.— (1943) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—stands for ‘ tasnult ’, ‘ For these reasons ’.—(1943) 

The following text descril)es the upshot of the above argvunents ;— 
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TEXT (1944). 

Because the Conceptual Cognition of the said persons is born 

OF THE FRUITION OF THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE REPEATED 

Cognition of the Name during that same birth, 

—THEREFORE ' ANOTHER BIRTH ’ BECOMES 
ESTABLISHED.— (1944) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Name ’—verbal expression.—‘ Cognition ’—apprehension, knowledge ; 
—‘ ahhydaa \ repeated appearance. 

The compound ‘ yanndma, etc, etc, * is to be expounded as ‘ that birth 
during which there has been repeated cognition of the Name *,—this com¬ 
pound being in accordance with a particular rule (of Pacini’s)—‘ Saptaml, 
etc. *;—^the impressions are left by this repeated Cognition ;—^theso Impress - 
ions have this ‘fruition’, development, attainment of their full character, by 
producing their effects ;—^and it is from this ‘ fruition ’ that the said 
Conceptual Cognition is bom. 

‘ Of the said persons ’—i.e. of now-born infants.—(1944) 

The following Text sets forth the opponent’s Rediictio ad absurdum 
argument against the above view :— 

TEXT (1945). 

“ If the said Conceptual Cognition of the newborn infants proceed 

FROM the repeated CoGNITION OF NaMES,—HOW IS IT THAT 
THEY DO NOT HAVE THE MEMORY OR THE CLEAR 
SPEECH OF ELOQUENT SPEAKERS ? — (1945) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If the Conceptual Cognition proceeds from the repeated Cognition of 
the Convention during previous lives,—^then the newborn child should have 
remembrance of the past Convention; because the continuity of a habit could 
not be possible without remembrance; also the child should have clear 
speech like eloquent speakers ;—and in that case, there would be no need for 
the setting up of any Conventions during the present life.—And yet none of 
these things happens.—^Hence it follows that, as there is no Remembrance, 
and there is no clear speech,—^the idea that the Conceptual Cognition is 
preceded and produced by repeated Cognition is incompatible with facts ”. 

By means of this Reductio ad ahsurdumy wliich rejects the very nature of 
the Major Term, the Opponent shows that the final Conclusion (of the 
Buddhist) is defective.—(1945) 

In the following Text, the author points out that the Reason put forward 
in this Reductio (td (thsurdfitm is ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful);— 
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TEXT (1946). 

That Speech is not thebe is due to the fact that the development 
(of the Impressions) becomes hampered by powerful 
impediments,—^just as in the state of highly 
complicated fever.— (1946) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Repeated Cognition is not invariably concomitant 
with Remembrance, etc. ;—^by virtue of which concomitance it should always 
produce the said Remembrance ; or should cease on the cessation of the 
same. Because it is quite possible that there may bo continuance of the 
previous habit, and yet there may be no Remembrance. 

The mention of the ‘ high complicated fever * is only by way of 
illustration. 

‘ Powerfvl impediments ’—due to existence in the mother’s womb. 

‘ The development becomes hampered *—^That is the full development 
of the Impressions becomes hampered ; i.e. it does not proceed in exact 
accordance with the peculiarities of the particular place, time and character 
of things as previously cognised. 

This answers the following argument of the Materialist:—“ Remom> 
brance of previous birth cannot be admitted ; because there is Remembrance 
of all men coming from the same village ”.—^The fact of the matter is that 
even those coming from the same village do not have the Remembrance; as 
among them there are some who are dull-witted who lose their memory. 

‘ Tdsdm ’—stands for the words, speech.—(1946) 

The following Text shows that the Reason adduced in the Reductio ad 
absurdum is " inadmissible ’ regarding its substratum :— 


TEXT (1947). 

In the case of those high-souled men, where there is not the 

SLIGHTEST IMPEDIMENT,—CLEAR SPEECH IS ACTUALLY 
HEARD AND THEY DO HAVE CLEAR REMEMBRANCE 
OP THEM ALSO.—(1947) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ High-souled men ’—^Men of exceptionally pure life.—(1947) 

The following texts set forth another argument in proof of the idea of 
the ‘ other world *:— 
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TEXTS (1948-1953). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ALL THESE FEELINOS OF LoVE, HATRED AND THE 
REST BECOME STRONG THROUGH HABIT AND REPETITION,—AS HAS BEEN 
ASCERTAINED BY POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE.—^ThESE 
FEELINGS, APPEARING FOR THE FIRST TIME (iN THE CHILD), ARE 
ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY HABIT AND REPETITION DURING THE 
PRESENT LIFE ; WHAT THEN IS THE CAUSE OF THEIR APPEARANCE,— 
IF THERE IS NO OTHER LIFE ?—ThETR APPEARANCE CANNOT BE DUE 
TO THE PRESENCE OF THEIR (EXTERNAL) EXCITANTS ; BECAUSE EVEN 
WHEN THESE EXCITANTS ARE PRESENT, THE FEELINGS IN QUESTION 
DO NOT APPEAR, IF THERE IS DiSGUST ; AND WHEN THIS DiSGUST 
CEASES, THEY ARE FOUND TO BE STRONG, EVEN IN CONNECTION 
WITH PAST AND FUTURE THINGS, WHEN THE COUNTERFEELINGS APPEAR 
IN INTENSIFIED FORM.—ThE FEELINGS OF LoVE, HATRED AND THE 
REST ARE FOUND TO PROCEED IN REGARD TO WoMEN AND OTHER 
THINGS, WHEN THE MAN AITRIBUTES TO THEM GoODNESS, DEVOTED. 
NESS AND CONSTANCY AND SO FORTH ; EVEN THOUGH THESE QUALITIES 
MAY NOT BE ACTUALLY THERE.—FOR THESE REASONS, THESE 
FEELINGS APPEARINC^ IN THIS LIFE MUST BE REGARDED AS APPEARING, 
WITHOUT THE EXCITANTS BEING ACTUALLY PRESENT,—THROUGH THE 
FORCE OF THE HABITUAL APPEARANCE OF SIMILAR FEELINGS IN THE 
PAST,—BECAUSE THEY ARE FEELINGS OF LoVE, ETC.,—LIKE THESE 
SAME FEELINGS APPEARING SUBSEQUENTLY.— (J948-1953) 


COMMENTARY. 


The argument may be thu.s formulated ;—strength of the feelings of 
Love, Hatred, Jealousy, Haughtiness and Pride, etc.,—as also Wisdom, 
Compassion, Sympathy and so forth—is due to luibitual practice ; just as 
diu-ing the present life, it is found in men possessed of the varying degrees 
of these feelings during the present life, there is in the Body, etc. of a 
man, a degree of strength of the feelings, which is not due to any such practice 
during the present life so this is a Reason based upon the relation of 
cause and effect. As all such relations of cause and effect are determined 
by positive and negative concomitance, the Reason cannot be said to be 
• inadmissible’.—This is what is meant by the words—‘ Ascertained by 
positive^ etc, etc. ’. 

It cannot be urged tliat—“ the Reason is ‘ contradictory ’, as cited in 
proof of the fact of the feelings due to habitual repetition during other lives 
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What is meant is that these feelings as appearing for the first time during the 
present life have not been habitually repeated during this life ;—this may not 
be a Reason directly proving the fact of these feelings being due to habitual 
practice diu*ing previous lives ; but what is stated as the Reason being 
admitted to be a fact, it could not be without some cause ; if it were without 
cause, it would be there at all times ;—whence if another life were not there, 
what could be the cause of the strength of the said feelings of Love, Hatred, 
etc. Y Hence the conclusion is that the habitual repetition diu'ing past lives 
is the cause of the said strength of the feelings;—^and thus the ‘ other 
world ’ becomes established. 

The ext/ornal objective excitant cannot be the cause of the feelings 
ill question ; because in many cases, even when these excitants are there, 
the feelings of Love, etc. do not appear at all,—if there happen to be present 
a feeling of Disgust against the evil character of the things.—^The term 
‘ pratiaankhydna ’, ‘ disgust * stands for that counter-feeling against Love, 
etc., which is based upon the idea of evil.—Sometimes, even when the 
excitant is not there, the said feelings of Love, etc. actually appear. Hence 
the presence of the feelings cannot be due to the presence of the excitants. 

Then again, oven in regard to past and future things, the feelings are 
found to be strong in the man in whom the feeling of Disgust has ceased, 
and feelings due to the absence of pleasure have become intensified through 
strong desire. And when there is no cliange in the presence or absence of a 
certain thing, or the presence or absence of another tiling,—the one cannot 
be the cause of the other ; otherwise these would bo incongruities. 

For the following reason also, the feelings of Love, etc. cannot be due 
to the presence of the excitants :—Because, if the feelings appeared exactly 
ill accordance with the excitants, they would proceed from the excitant 
exactly in the same manner as the Cognition of Blue and other tilings (which 
always proceeds in accordance with those things);—the feelings however 
do not proceed in this way ; on the contrary, the said feelings appear in 
regard to the Woman and other tilings, in men who attribute to the woman 
the form of their own lasting pleasure, etc. which liave not been experienced 
at all; and yet the objects (woman, etc.) are not actually possessed of the said 
form of goodness, etc.;—^and when a thing is devoid of a certain form, it 
cannot bo the excitant or basis of the Cognition of that fonn ; othen\4se it 
would lead to absurdity. 

‘ Tat ’—i.e. for those reasons, the feelings of Love, etc. as pertaining 
to imposed things must be regarded as devoid of an objective basis (or 
excitant); and from this it follows tliat the said feelings of Love, etc., when 
they appear for the first time during present life, proceed from the repeated 
experience of similar feelings in the past.—(1948-1953) 


Question ;—“ If Objects are not the excitants of the feelings, then hoW 
is it that feelings of Love, etc. appear only when the Objects are present ? ” 
Anstuer :— 
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TEXTS (1954-1956). 

Whbn the objects are present, there appear pleasure, etc. ; 

FROM THIS PLEASURE, ETC. PROCEED THE ‘ AFFLICTIONS ’ OF LoVE, 

Hate and the rest,—being the outcome of the fruition of the 
Impressions left by similar past feelings,—in men who are 

DEVOID OF WISDOM AND ARE SUBJECT TO EVIL PROPENSITIES (?),—IN 
accordance with the POTENCY OF THINGS. DiRECTLY, THE OBJECTS 
ARE NOT THE CAUSE OF THE FeELINGS ; IP THEY WERE, A SINGLE 

Affliction would be the cause of them all,—in regard to 
THE OBJECT,—^LIKB THE COGNITION OF THINGS.— (1954-1956) 

COMMENTARY. 

The process is as follows :—When the Object is present, there appears 
pleasure born of the sense-organ concerned ;—from tills Pleasure, proceed 
the ‘ Afflictions * of Love, etc.,—^in men devoid of wisdom (and dispassion) 
and subject to evil propensities and tendencies,—out of the fruition of 
the Impressions left by the previously experienced feelings of Love, etc. ; so 
that the Objects are not the direct cause of the feelings. 

The following might be urged :—“ You are only expounding yoiu* own 
doctrine ; you state no reasons ”. 

The answer to this is—‘ A single Affliction^ etc. etc. \ —‘ Single ’—i.e. 
of a single kind.—‘ Tatra ’—in regard to the object.—‘ Tasya *—of the 
object.—‘ Like the Cognition of things *;—i.e. like the Cognition apprehending 
the form of the Blue and other tilings.—As a matter of fact however, a single 
‘ Affliction ’ is not wliat actually appears ; for instance, in regard to the 
single object in the sliape of the body of the Woman,—^while in one man 
the feeling aroused is that of Love, in another it is Hate^ while in yet another, 
mere jealousy ; so that there are several kinds of ‘ Afflictions ’ (Feelings) 
that appear.—(1964-1966) 

The following might be urged;—“ The feelings of Love, etc. that appear 
during the present life cannot be the effect of repeated experience in the 
past; they arise either from the seeing of the actual act done by others, or 
from the advice of other persons 

This is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1957). 

The appearance of the feelings cannot be due either to the 

PERCEPTION OF THE DOINGS OF OTHERS, OR TO HEARING OF THINGS 
FROM OTHER PERSONS ;—BECAUSE SUCH IS NOT FOUND TO 
BE THE CASE ALWAYS.— (1957) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Vftti ’ stands for doings. —(1967) 

The following text shows how that is not found to be the case always :_ 
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TEXT (1958). 

Boars, Bucks and other animals,—who have never seen or heard 

OF THE DOINOS,—BECOME PERTURBED AT THE TOUCH 
OF FEMALES OF THEIR OWN KIND.— (1958) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Doings ’—luteRJOurse and the like. 

‘ Sahhdgagati, etc, etc. ’—females of the same kind,—i.e. the sow and the 

doe. 

When there is conkic^ - -proximity—of these, there is ‘ perturbation ’— 
disturbance,—i.e. desire for intercourse.—(1958) 

TEXT (1959). 

Such qualities as Wisdom, Gentleness, Compassion and the like,— 

WHICH ARE not HABITUALLY PRACTISED IN THE WORLD,— 

DO NOT PROCEED BY THEMSELVES, LIKE PrIDE, ETC.— (1959) 

COMMENTARY. 

I t must be admitted that the feelings of Love, etc. appear by themselves, 
as the effect of habitual experience in the past;—because such qualities as 
wisdom, gentleness and the rest,—^which are not liabitually practised in the 
world,—lire not found to appear by themselves ;—like Pridef etc. ;—this is 
an instance of dissimilarity. ‘ Pride ’ is haughtiness. —Otherwise, like Pride, 
etc., Wisdom and the rest also would appear by themselves.—(1959) 

Some people have held the following view ;—“ Love proceeds from Phlegm 
(in the physical constitution of the Body),—^Hatred from BUe ,—^and Delusion 
from Wind ”. 

The answer to tliat is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (1960-1961). 

The origination of the feelings cannot be due to Phlegm and 
THE REST. Because, as in the previous case, the entire falsity 
OF this idea is perceived in experience.—For these 

REASONS, THAT TIME REPEATED PRACTICE DURING WHICH IS 
THE CAUSE OF THE FEELINGS APPEARING FOR THE FIRST 
'TIME, MUST BE THE * OTHER BiRTH WHICH THUS 
BECOMES ESTABLISHED ; AND THE DOCTRINE 

OF ‘ Non Est ’ becomes damned.— 

(1960-1961) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Baldsa * is Phlegm. 

* As in the prevkms case \— in the case of objects, as shown under 
Text 1950 above. 

13 
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Then again, as a matter of fact, there is no increase and decrease in the 
feelings of Love, etc. upon increase and decrease of Phlegm. And when the 
change in one thing does not V)ring about a change in the other, the fonner 
cannot be the cause of the latter.—Similarly, fierce Hatred, and not fierce 
Love, has been seen to a])])ear in one with preponderance of Phlegm ; while 
one with preponderance of Bile is found to have fierce Love, not fierce Hatred ; 
this sort of coiningling is often met with; and wlien one tiling appears without 
the other, tliis latter camiot be the cause of the former. Further, the man 
with Love is often found to bo in tlie same condition as the man with Hatred. 
—From these non-concomitances, it follows that the feelings of Love, etc. 
are not the effects of Phlegm, etc. 

‘ Tasrmit ’— Thus; this sums up the (diapter. 

‘ Yadabhydsa, etc. etc. ’ -The compound is to bo expounded as— 
‘ Repeated t>xporienco during which is the cause of tho feelings in question *.— 
(1060-1961) 

'rhe following texts set forth the objections of the other party :— 


TEXTS (1962-1963). 

“ (a) If what is meant to be proved is the fact of the feelings 

BEING rRODUCED BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE DURING THE PRESENT 
LIFE,—THEN SUCH AN IDEA IS ANNULLED BY WELL-PERCEIVED FACTS, 
AND IS ALSO CONTRARY TO WHAT IS DESIRED (BY THE BuDDHIST).— 
(6) If WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE FACT OF THEIR BEING 
PRODUCED BY THE REPEATED EXPERIENCE OF OTHER LIVES,— 
THEN THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS DEVOID OF THE PRO- 
BANDUM.— (c) If WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE MERE 
UNQUALIFIED FACT OF THE FEELINGS BEING PRODUCED BY ‘ RE¬ 
PEATED EXPERIENCE —THE REASON PUT FORWARD IS ‘ CON¬ 
TRADICTORY — BECAUSE IT PROVES THE CONTRARY OF THE FACT 
OF THE FEELINGS BEING DUB TO THE REPEATED EXPERIENCE OF 

ANOTHER LIFE.”— (1962-1963) 

COMMENTARY. 

The sense of the objection is as follows :— 

“ In reference to the feelings of Love, etc. appearing for the first time, 
what is it that is desired to b^^ proved—(1) Is it that they proceed from 
repeated experience during present life ?—Or (2) that they proceed from 
the repeated experience during other lives ?—Or (3) that they proceed only 
from mere ‘ repeated exjierionce ’ without any qualifications ?—As, if this 
is proved, then by implication, it becomes proved that they are due to ex¬ 
periences of the ‘ other world ’;—these are tho only alternative views possible. 

“ (1) If it is the first,—then there is ^bddhana' of it—-incompatibility 
with facts of perception; because in fact, the Love, etc. in question are never 
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found to appear from experience during the present life;—and there is 
‘ bddhana ’—denial —also of what is desired by the upholder of the ‘ other 
world*# 

“ (2) Under the second view, the Corroborative Instance cited becomes 
devoid of the Probandum ; because for the Materialist, there can be no 
instance where the feelings proceed from experiences of past lives. 

“ (3) Under the third view, the Reason becomes ‘ contradictory ’ ;— 
as, like the Corroborative Instance, it proves only the negation of the desired 
idea of the feelings being duo to experiences during other lives.”—(1962- 
1963) 

The above objection is answered in the following— 

TEXT (1964). 

What is meant to be proved is the general fact. Nor would 
THE Reason be ‘ contradictory ’; there is no incompati¬ 
bility BETWEEN THESE AND THE REASON, BY REASON 
OF WHICH INCOMPATIBILITY, IT COULD 
NEGATIVE IT.— (1964) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is the third of the above alternative views that is meant by us. 

Nor is the Reason ‘ Contradictory \ 

“ Why ? ” 

Because there is no incompatibility between ‘ being prodiiced frmn 
past experience ’ and ‘ Love and other feelings *,—by virtue of which incom¬ 
patibility, the idea of ‘ being due to past experience * could bo set aside. 

Piuther, such notions as ‘ this world ’ and ‘ the other world ’ are based 
on differences in the state or condition of tilings,—and the differences of 
childhood, youth and so forth. 

In tliis way, the beginninglessness (of things) becomes established. 
Hence this should not be emphasised—as it amounts to the view-ix)int of 
other disputants (Naiyayika, Mimainsaka, etc.).—(1964) 


End of Chapter on Maieriallsm, 


CHAPTER XXIII. 


‘ External World.' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the Introductory TextSy ‘ Pratltya-samutpdda \ ‘ Intorvolved 
Chain of Causation’, has been described as ' pratihimbddi-sannihha7n \ 
‘ resembling the Reflection of tilings In support of this assertion the 
Idealist sets forth as follows : —This entire universe comprising the threefold 
phenomena (Subjective or Immaterial, Objective or Material, and Imaginary 
or Fictitious) is more ‘Ideation’; and tliis /dea^^on or /deo, tlirough the 
diversity of ‘ cliains ’ varying with each individual ‘ Being ’, is endless, and 
impure —for persons who liave not realised the Truth,—but /mre,—for those 
whose ‘ Karma ’ has been wijied off; it is in perpetual flux (being destroyed 
every moment), and affects all living beings ; it is not one and unmodifiahle, 
as held by the ‘ followers of the Upani^ads ’ (Vedantins). 

Such is the view of the Idealist Buddhists. 

The idea of the entire universe being mere Idea is got at by the following 
two methods;—(1) Anything external, in the form of Earth, etc., wfiich 
could be apprehended, being non-existent, there can be no apprehenHer ;— 
or (2) even though existent, in another ‘ Oliain the two factors would 
be devoid of the character of the ‘ approhender ’ and ‘ apprehended —^The 
argument, may be fonnulated as follows ;—Every Cognition is devoid of 
both ‘ apprehended ’ and ‘ apprehender ’ because it is Cognition,—like the 
Cognition of the Reflected Image;—^and the Visual and other Perceptions of 
the Healthy man are Cognition; —alienee tliis is a Reason based upon the 
nature of things. 

The Reason caiuiot be regarded as ‘ not concomitant ’ (with the Pro- 
bandum); because, for the Cognition, there does not exist any such appre¬ 
hended object as the ‘ external world ’, in the shape of the Earth, etc. ; because 
such a world would be devoid of one as well as of several forms. This argu¬ 
ment may be formulated as follows :—Tliat wliich is not of one or several 
forms carmot be regarded by an intelligent man as ‘ existent —e.g. the 
‘ sky-lotus ’ ;—^and tlie Earth, etc. postulated by other people are devoid 
of one and several forms ; hence there is non-apprehension in them of the 
wider character ;—^as, no tliird alternative possible, existence is invariably 
concomitant with tlie presence of one or several forms ;—and the impossibility 
of the relation of ‘ pervaded and porvader ’ (that which is concomitant, 
and that with which it is concomitant) would be the reason that would reject 
any idea to the contrary ; hence the Reason adduced camiot be regarded as 
‘ Inconclusive —^Nor can it be regarded as ‘ Contradictory ’; because it is 
present everywhere where the Probandum is known to be present. 

In bringing forward against this Reason, the charge of being ‘inad¬ 
missible the Opponent has argued thus—‘ You may accept the principle 
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that the materia] Rubstances do not exist at all *; and while proceeding to 
show that such a Proposition would be contrary to perceptible facts, the 
Opponent explains that the first Reason is not con>c(ytnltunf- (with the Pro¬ 
band urn),—^in the following— 


TEXTS (1965-1966). 

“ If the four wMerial suhstame^ do not exist apart from the 
Cognition (Consciousness, Idea), then, how is it that they 

ARE DISTINCTLY AND CLEARLY PERCEIVED ?—EvEN WHEN 
SO PERCEIVED, IF THEY ARE HELD TO BE NON-EXISTENT, 

THEN FOR YOU, WHAT WOULD BE THE PROOF 
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE Cognition 

also ? ”-(1965-1966) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Distinctly \—^This indicates the fact of the four substances being some- 
tliing distinct from Cognition ;—^and ‘ clearly ’ indicates that it is clearly 
perceived. 

TMs same idea is further strengthened by a Reductio ad Ahsurdvm — 
‘ Even when so, etc, etc,\ —(1965-1966) 

The Answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXTS (1967-1969). 

When the external object is perceived,—^in what form is it 

PBROEIVEU ? Is it IN THE FORM OF THE AtOM ? Or IN THAT 
OF A COMPOSITE THING ?— As FOR THE FORMER, THE FORM OF THE 

Atom is not what is actually cognised ; because in the 
Cognition, there is no recognition of several impartite 
corporeal things ; while, if the Atoms had appeared in the 
Cognition, they should have appeared as devoid of all dis¬ 
tinctions OF component parts ; otherwise they would not be 
‘ perceptible ’, FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THEY WOULD NOT BE 
IMPRESSING THE Cognition with their own form.— (1967-1969) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the external object were cognised by Perception, it could be so either 
(1) as one and not-different from the Atoms,—or (2) as one, but in the form 
of a composite whole composed of the Atoms ;—or (3) as a single gross object 
(by itself) not composed of parts.—^These are the likely alternatives. 

It cannot be the first of these ; that is, it cannot be held to be cognised as 
one and not-different from the Atoms ; because there is no recognition in the 
Cognition (of the object) of several impartite corporeal atoms ; in fact, what is 
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actually recognised in Consciousness is the idea of sometliing gross. If the 
reading is ^ pratyay^ aprath'^edanfit \ there is to be no compounding. -The 
argument may be formulated as follows :—'^I'hat which does not appear in its 
own form in the Cognition which is held to be Perception, should not be re- 
gardefl as ‘ perceived —for instance, the ‘ sky-lotus ’;—the Atom, many and 
corporeal, does not -appear in this foiin in the Cognition which is held to be 
Perception, which always apprehends the gross form ;—thus there is no 
apprehension of the wider character (which would imply perceptibility ); 
because ‘ Perceptibility ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘ appearance of its 
own form ’.—This same invariable concomitance is shown by the words—‘ If 
the Atoms, etc, etc .'—(1967-1969) 

The following might be urged—“ In as much as we hold the doctrine tliat 
the Atoms are always produced, and also perish, in the aggregated form,— 
there can be no appearance of the Atoms singly ; as has been asserted by 
Bhadanta-Shubhagupta —‘ Atoms cannot come about one by one, each indepen¬ 
dently by itself; tliat also is the reason why they do not appear singly in 
consciousness ’. ” 

The following Text shows that this is no answer to the argument lu'ged 
above (imder 1967 et seq.). 


TEXTS (1970-1971) 

Even if they come into existence in the aocrbgatep form, the 
Atoms should appear in their own form (in the Cognition) ; 

because even under those conditions they do not abandon 
THEIR impartite form.— If it be said that—“ their 
form is one that has reached the lowest limit of 
dimunition (smallness) ”,—then, why should 
not they be regarded as incorporeal, like 
Sensation, etc. (1970-1971) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Under those conditions ’—^in the aggregated form. 

Further, if the Atoms are impartite (indivisible), then they should not 
bo regarded as corporeal ; so that the present assertion of the Opponent 
involves a self-contradiction.—^This is what is shown by the words “ If it 
be said, etc. etc .'—‘ Labdhdpa, etc.' means ‘ that form or character which has 
reached the lowest limit of dimunition That is to say, if the Atoms are 
not liable to dimunition through the diminishing contacts of component 
parts,—i.e. if they are indivisible, without parts,—they must be regarded 
as ‘ incorporeal like Sensations and Feelings,—as there would be no dis¬ 
tinction between them.—(1970-1971) 

The following Text anticipates the answer that may be given by BhadarUa- 
Shuhhagupta :— 
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TEXT (1972) 

‘Must as in the case of the coming into existence of similar 
‘ moments THERE IS AN ILLUSION OF 'permanence ^— so 
WHEN THERE IS AN UNBROKEN SERIES OF COGNITIONS 
OF SIMILAR Atoms, there is an illusion 
OF Orossnesa .^^— (1972) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ho has offored the following answer :—In tlie ease of sound and other 
tilings what are perceived are several similar ‘ Moments ’ coming into existence 
one after the other; and yet there is an illusion of there being a pennanent 
entity ;—in the same manner, in the case of Atoms, what are perceived simultane¬ 
ously are so many homogeneous At/oms present in an unbroken chain, which 
gives rise to the mental delusion that what is perceived is a (jroas object.— 
Thus the Reason adduced aljove in Text 1068 is ‘ inadmissible ’. ”—-(1072) 

The answer to this is as follows: — 

TEXTS (1973-1979) 

If the Perception, entirely by its own function, did not bring 
ABOUT the recognition (OF THE IMPARTITE AtOMS),—THEN, HOW 
could these BE REGARDED AS ‘ AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION ’ ?— 

That things are momentary is ascertained by means of 
PROOFS ; but how are the Atoms cognised as ‘ white ‘ yellow ’ 
and the rest ?— It might be said that—“ The first visible 
thing must be an aggreijatk of minute (invisible) things,— 
because it is gross ,—like the Hill and such things;—there 
IS THIS Inference (which proves our assertion) —The answer 
TO this IS THAT grossnes^s is not admitted to be present in the 

TWO THINGS ; THE COMPOSITE IS NOT GROSS, NOR ARE THE AtOMS 
SO.— If what HAS been SPOKEN OF AS SUCH ((IROSS) IS THE WELL- 
KNOWN FORM THAT IS FOUND EXTENDED IN SPACE,—EVEN SO, AS 
SUCH FORM APPEARS IN ILLUSORY COGNITION ALSO, THERE WOULD 
ALWAYS BE DOUBT.—If THE ANSWER BE THAT—“ILLUSORY COGNI- 
TION IS WRONG, HENCE WHAT IS COGNISED IS NOT ADMITTED TO BE 
SO ”,—THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT, UNLESS A DISTINCTION IS ESTAB¬ 
LISHED, WHAT WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THIS AND 
THAT ?— Tf IT IS compatibility with effective action ,—and this is 
SAID TO CONSIST IN COMPATIBIIATY WITH THE COGNITION ENVISAGING 
THAT EFFECTIVE ACTION,—THEN SUCH COMPATIBILITY IS POSSIBLE 
OTHERWISE ALSO ; ON ACCOUNT OF THE CAPACITY FOR ACTION BEING 
RESTRICTED.— (1973-1979) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the emphasising particle ‘ eva \ ‘ entirely ’, is the 
fact of there being no dependence upon the Inferential Indicative or the 
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Reliable Word. What is meant is that, even though Perception comes about, 
it does so, in an unspecified (indeterminate) form ; and yet that factor alone is 
regarded as ‘ Perceived ’ for practical purposes in regard to which it produces 
a Re-cognition of the form actually apprehended ; while that factor with 
regard to which it does not produce this Re-cognition is as good as not- 
apprehended, even though it might be apprehended. Hence our Reason 
cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible *. Specially because what is meant 
by the clause ^ Pratyaydprativedandt'* (in Text 1968) is that ‘it does not 
figure in that cognition which is meant to be Perception, and which is put 
forward as the Reason in the Minor Premiss. ’ 

It has been argued (in Text 1972) that—“ the idea of grosaneas is a mental 
illusion ”.—That is not right; because if the Atom had been established by 
suitable proof, then alone could the idea of groaaneaa be regarded as 
xvrong or illusory ;—as it is only when the momentary character of things 
has been established by suitable proof, that the idea of permanence is regarded 
as wrong. As a matter of fact however, the Atoms have not yet been 
established ; as they form the subject of the present investigation. 

Further, tliis ‘ illusion of grossiiess ’ cannot be said to be ‘ mental — 
as it appears quite clearly; wliile wluit is confined to more Conceptual 
Thought can never be clear; because the generic form is always indiatinct ; 
and without the generic form, there can bo no Conceptual Thought. 

The following might be urged :—“ Like the non-eternality of things. 
Atoms also are actually established by suitable proofs. For instance, what¬ 
ever is groaa is only of the nature of tho aggregate of minute things,—as 
for example, the Hill and other tilings;—and tho first visually perceived 
object is groaa ;—^hence this is a Reason based on the nature of tilings. The 
qualification ‘ visually ’ has been added for the piupose of excluding the 
‘ Atomic Diad ’ (which is not viauaUy perceived).” 

Tho answer to this is as follows :—Tn the premiss ‘ because it is grovss — 
if it is real ‘ grossness as a property of the thing, that is put forward as tho 
Probans (Reason),—then such ‘ grossness ’ is not admitted by your disputant 
(the Buddhist) either in the Probandum or in the Corroborative Instance ; 
and in that case tho Probans is ‘ inadmissible ’ and tho Corroborative Instance 
is ‘ devoid of the Probandiun ’. 

If, on the other hand, tho ‘ grossness * meant is that which appears as 
extended in space, which cannot stand the test i)f investigation, and which 
is well-known to all common people, down to the veriest cowherd,—^then, 
even in the case of illusory cognition like Dream, such ‘ gross form ’ actually 
figures in Consciousness, even though there is no ‘ aggregate of Atoms * at 
the time ; and hence your Probans becomes * Inconclusive 

If, in order to avoid this difficulty, you add tlie qualification ‘ there being 
no illusion ’,—^then, so far as the Idealist is concerned, so long as the difference, 
between the visual cognition produced under normal conditions on the 
one hand and the cognition produced during dreams on tho other, is not 
established,—^there is no Cognition that can be accepted as being ‘ free from 
illusion ’ ; hence the qualification also becomes ‘ inadmissible ’. 

The following might be iu*ged;—“ Between the normal healthy visual 
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oognition and the Dream-cognition, the difference is quite clear—^in that while 
the former is compatible with effe<?tive action, the latter is not 

The answer to this is—What is this ‘ compatibility with effective 
action ? ’—Tf it is ths reaching of the external objeci, —^then, that is not yet 
established ; in fact, it is for the establishing of the external object tliat the 
Reason has been put forward.—^If, on the other hand, ‘ compatibility with 
effective action ’ be held to consist in the Cognition envisaging the desired 
effective action^ —^then, othermse also^ —i.e. even without the external object ,— 
such compatibility would be possible ; so that the Reason adduced is clearly 
‘ InconchLsive 

Question : —“ How would it be possible othenvise ? ” 

Answer : —‘ On account of the c/ipacity for action being restricted * ;—^i.e. 
because the capacity of the cause, consisting in the immediately preceding 
Cognition, is restricted ; that is, a. certain preceding Cognition is capable of 
bringing about only a particular Cognition ; all are not able to produce all; for 
example, your own ‘ External Object ’ ; which also proves that there is restric¬ 
tion in the capacity of things.—(1973-1979) 

The following texts urge the defect of ‘ inadmissibility ’ in the Probans 
adduced by the Buddhist,—‘ because it is not recognised in consciousness ’,— 
from the view-point of Sumati, the Digambara (Jaina):— 

TEXTS (1980-1983) 

‘‘ Atoms having two forms, similar (common) and dissimilar (itncom- 

MON),—WHEN THE COmmOfl fomi IS THE THING APPREHENDED, 
THEN THE UNCOMMON FORM IS NOT APPREHENDED ; SUCH BEING 
THE CASE, WHAT IS IT THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE ?—In FACT, ALL THINGS 
EXIST IN TWO FORMS, THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ AND THE ‘ PARTICULAR ’ ; 

HENCE Atoms are declared to have two forms—the common 
AND the uncommon. Of these, it is the common form that is 
AMENABLE TO SeNSE-COGNITION. HeNCE IT IS ONLY IN REFERENCE 

TO Atoms that there can be Cognition of only one form. 
That form of the Atoms which is ^incommon is held to be amen¬ 
able TO Mystic Perception —Sx^ch are the confounded as¬ 
sumptions OF SOME dull-witted PERSONS.— (1980-1983) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumati lias argued as follows:—^All things have two aspects—^the 
Universal and the Particular; consequently Atoms exist in two forms—the 
common and the uncommon ; of these, it is the Common form that is appre¬ 
hended by the Senses, not the miconunon form. In this way there is nothing 
incongruous in there being one uniform Cognition apprehending all Atoms; 
and thus it is by Perception that Atoms become establislxed. 

‘ Confounded ’—^indefinite; in as much as it implies no one definite form. 
-(1980-1983) 
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Says the Opponent—“ The assertion that ‘ things have two forms ’ is 
quite definite 

True,—that assertion is there ; but the assertion is not right.—This is 
what is shown in the following— 


TEXTS (1984-1985) 

How CAN IT BE RIGHT TO SAY THAT A sirigle THING HAS tWO FORMS ? 

In fact, THERE WOULD BE TWO THINGS, EACH DIFFERING FROM THE 

OTHER IN FORM.—If THEY WERE OF THE SAME FORM AS ONE 
ANOTHER, THE DUALITY OF FORMS WOULD BE ANNULLED ; 

AND IT WOULD BE THE UnCOm7non FORM THAT WOULD 
BE APPREHENDED BY THE EyB AND OTHER 
SENSE-ORG 4NS.— (1984-1985) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, if there are two forms of a thing, different from one 
another, then there are two things; as the two forms, being different from 
one another, would bo two different things ; and it w^uld not be right to say 
that a single thing has two forms. 

Then again, the two forms, being not-different from the Thing itself, 
would be identical, both being like the form of a single thing ; how then 
could it be a single thing having two forms ? 

Further, as the Particular form of a thing is not entirely different from 
the Universal form, there would be a possibility of the former being appre¬ 
hended by the senses ; and in that case there could not be the clear cut dis¬ 
tinction that ‘ the Common form is amenable to Sense-cognition and the 
Uncommon form is amenable to mystic cognition ’.—(1984-1985) 

Further, the assertion that ‘ one thing has two forms ’ involves, not 
only a self-contradiction, but it also implies what is more damaging, that the 
one thing has two m^itually contradictory forms.—^This is what is shown 
in the following— 


TEXT (1986 —First Line). 

How COULD ONE AND THE SAME THING HAVE TWO MUTUALLY 
CONTRADICTORY FORMS (AND CHARACTERS) ?— (1986) 

COMMENTARY. 

The two forms —Common and Uncommon —^are such that the absence of 
one implies the presence of the other and vice versa ; how then can any single 
thing have these two forms ?—(1986) 

The following Text sets forth the view of Kumdrila :— 
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TEXTS (1986.1987). 

As IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO BE THE CASE, IT IS NOT IMPOSSIBLE FOR ONE 

AND THE SAME THING TO HAVE CONTRADICTORY CHARACTERS. 

That ‘ one thing should have one and only one 

FORM ’ IS NOT A ROYAL EDICT—In FACT EVERY¬ 
THING HAS TO BE ACCEPTED AS IT IS 
PERCEIVED.”—[ShLO Vl. — 

Shunyavdda, 219]— 

(1986-1987) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumdrila argiies thus :—“ It is not true that mutually contradictory 
forms cannot belong to any ono thing ;—why ?—because it is actually found 
to be the case.—Further, there is no such Edict of Kings that ‘ one thing must 
have only one form ’ ;—in fact, everything should be accepted to be exactly 
as it is foxmd ; as all notions of things are based upon our Cognition of the 
same. As a matter of fact, the Cognition tliat is found to appear in con¬ 
nection with things is in one form,—as in the form of ‘ Being *—and also 
in many fonns ; hence the nature of each tiling has to be determined on the 
basis of the way in which it is actually cognised.”—(1986-1987) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (1988). 

This cannot be right ; because there is cognition of the non¬ 
entity ALSO ;—e.g. that of the yellowness of the conch-shell. 

Of ' difference ’ too there is no other charac¬ 
teristic EXCEPT THE PRESENCE OF CON¬ 
TRADICTORY PROPERTIES.— (1988) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be as asserted, then no Cognition could be wrong ; and there would 
be an end to all notions of ‘ difference 

It might be possible to characterise that Cognition as ‘ wrong ’ which is 
subsequently sublated. But even so, when the idea of ‘ many ’ in reference 
to what is one is sublated, how could it be not-wrong ? 

Thus it is found that the existence of Atoms cannot be proved either 
by Perception or by Inference ; consequently the proposition denying the 
external world does not involve the contradiction of any fact of perception. 
Nor is the Reason adduced by us ‘ inadmissible ’.—(1988) 

In the following the Opponent raises the objection that the Reason 
propounded in the form—‘Because the Earth and other things cure not of 
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the nature of one or several [therefore they must be non-existent] ’— 
is doubtful and henee ‘ inadmissible ’ :— 

TEXT (1989). 

“ The existence of Atoms may not be proved. There may be 

DOUBT REGARDING THEM, BUT HOW COULD INTELLIGENT 
PERSONS HAVE THE CERTAINTY THAT AtOMS DO NOT 
EXIST AT ALL ? ”— (1989) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following texts supply tho answer to this— 


TEXTS (1990-1992). 

In every object, if the form of the Atom at the centre,—which is 

IN CONJUNCTION WITH, OR DISTINCT FROM, OR LYING CONTIGUOUSLY 
with, THE FRONT PART OF ANOTHER AtoM,—^IS RE(3ARDED AS 
ALSO FACING A THIRD AtOM,—THEN, IN THAT CASE, THERE 
WOULD BE NO (iggre^ation in the form of the Hill 
AND OTHER THINGS.— Tf, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE 
IDEA IS THAT WHAT IS IN FRONT OF THE 
OTHER ATOM IS ANOTHER FORM OF THE 

FIRST Atom,—then, in that case, 

HOW COULD SUCH AN AtOM 

bk one (191H)~1992) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—That which is devoid 
of the form of one or many is fit for being regarded as non-existent^ —^as the 
‘ sky-lotus ’ ;—the Atoms postulated by the other party are devoid of the 
form of one or ^nany ;—henc^e this is a Reason based upon the nature of 
things. 

It cannot be said that the Reason hero adduced is ‘ inadmissible ’ ; 
because that the Atom is one cannot be admitted ; because in the Hill and 
other things which are aggregates of Atoms, there is diversity of facings 
towards various directions. 

This ‘ diversity of facings in various directions ’ must be present in the 
Atoms also, otherwise it could not be possible in the aggregates of Atoms, 
like the Hill and other things ;—tliis is what is set forth in the words—‘ If 
the assumption is, etc. etc. \ 

Some people hold that in every Object, the Atoms are in close conjunction 
with one another;—others hold that they remain there separate from each 
other, always, without touching one another;—others again hold that there is 
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no intervening spacse between atoms, hence they are said to be in conUict. — 
Under all these three views, when the Atom in the middle is surrounded by 
many other Atoms, if there were no diversity in its facings towards various 
directions, then,—as in the case of the Mind and Mental entities,—no aggrega¬ 
tion would be possible, as Atoms have no parts. For instance, that form in 
which the central Atom would be facing one Atom,—^if in that same form, 
it also faced other Atoms,—then, it would imply that all the surroimding 
Atoms occupy the same point in space, and no aggregation of them would be 
possible. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—Whatever faces the 
Atom of one form must occupy the same point in space,—^as for example, 
the Atom l3dng in space behind the said Atom,—or the House that stands 
facing another House ;—and all the Atoms surrounding tlie central Atom 
stand facing that central Atom which has only one form ;—hence this is a 
Reason based on the nature of things. As a consequence of this, there could 
be no aggregation (of Atoms). 

If, on the other hand, the central Atom faces the other Atom in another 
form, then as the diverse facings would be there, the Atom could not be one,— 
being just like the Jar and other things. 

BhadanUi-Shubhagupta lias ‘ offered the following explanation ;—“ In 
the case of an entity, as differentiated from the ‘non-existent’ and the 
‘ non-entity several Universals are assumed, but not in reality ; similarly 
in the case in (piestion, as Atoms exist in several things, they are assumed 
to be many, but not in reality. Because there is no distinct Category in the 
shape of Space (or Direction) as fxisited by Kandda and others ; because if 
this Space were one only, then the diver.se notions of ‘ East *, ‘ West ’ and the 
rest, would not be possible. It is only the Atoms that lie there one after 
the other which come to be spoken of as ‘ Space ’ or ‘ Direction * ; hence 
when it is said ‘ because there is diversity of facings in Space ’, all that is 
meant is that one Atom is surrounded of several Atoms,—^and not that tlie 
Atom has parts ”. 

This is not right. Because, if the Atom has no parts, it is like the Mind ; 
and hence there cannot bo any such diversity as its ‘ upper ’ or ‘ lower ’ 
parts ; and in that case there could be no ‘ surrounding ’ of the one by the 
many ; just as there is none in the case of the Mind and Mind-products. 
Thus the ‘ surrounding ’ being, in reality, non-existent,—how could there 
be any existence (of the Atom) in the middle of surrounding Atoms ;—^by 
virtue of wliich diversity due to facings could be assumed ? 

If, even in the absence of ‘ upper ’ and ‘ lower * parts, there were ‘ sur¬ 
roundings ’ by other Atoms,—then there could be such siurounding of Mind 
and Mental effects also; and in that case, like the Atoms, these latter also 
would subsist in Space. If not, then the Atoms also could not subsist in 
Space. Hence it follows that tliere could bo no aggregation of Atoms ; this 
is absolutely certain. 

The following might be urged—“ In the case of tlie Present ‘ Mind- 
moment ’ there is immediate sequence, in time, to the Past and Future 
‘ Mind-moments ’,—and yet the Pre.sent Moment lias no parts like the 
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various divisions of Time—Seconds, Minutes and so forth ;—^in the same 
manner, in the case of Atoms, even though there is surrounding of one 
Atom by many Atoms, there would be no parts in the Atom, due to the 
facings in Space.” 

This is not right. As a matter of fact, there is no real immediate sequence 
between the Present Moment and the Past and Future Moments ; because 
at that moment, these latter are non-existent; and there can be no real 
sequence to what is non-existent. All that is possible is that, because there 
can be no relation of Cause and Effect between tilings existing at the same 
moment, therefore through that relation the existence of the Past and Future 
Moments is implied and assumed ;—just as there is assumption of Prior and 
Posterior Non-existence. In the case of Atoms however, there cannot be 
any such assumption of sequence in space; as in that case, no aggregation 
would be possible. 

Then again, it cannot be right to regard things as without cause ; for if 
they were so, they would be always there. 

Even the person who admits the ‘ illusory ’ character of things, must 
regard all things as with cause. And when they are toUh causCy it is not right 
that the Cause and Effect should exist at the same moment; nor can the 
Cause be non-existent before the Effect, as, in that case, it could not have 
the requisite potency; after the appearance of the Effect, there would be no 
use for the Cause. Hence it must be admitted that all Causes exist before 
the Effect. This idea has been thus expressed—‘ Previous to the Effect 
if the Cause is non-existent, it can have no potency ; after the Effect, there 
is no use for it; hence all causes must have existence prior to the Effect; 
hence no Object can exist along with its cognition *. 

Thus, even when all tilings are without parts, the existence of some 
sort of sequence in time stands to reason ; but how could there be any sequence 
in spacCy if there were no parts ? This is the point that is urged. 

If, even in the absence of parts, there were sequence in space, then there 
could be such sequence in the case of Mind and Mental effects also ; as there 
would be no difference between the two cases, as already pointed out above. 

“ There is difference due to corporeality."'* 

Not so ; as in the absence of parts, there cannot be corporeality also. 
So this explanation means nothing more than the assertion of the presence 
of parts. There is no other jxiint of difference. So there is nothing in this. 

Thus then, in the case of all things, it is only sequence in time that has 
some basis in reason; anything more than tlmt,—in the shape of sequence 
in spaoe, —is not possible except when there are parts. Hence it is a per¬ 
fectly correct statement that—‘ where there is diversity of facings in Space, 
the thing cannot be owe ’.—^We desist from further labouring of this point.— 
(1990-1992) 


On this subject, some people argue as follows :—“ Under the ciremn- 
stances, Atoms may be regarded as being minuter points of Space itself ; and 
if parts of these would have to be assumed, those parts again would consist 
in the still minuter points of Space ; even though this may involve an infinite 
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regresR. But in no oase does it seem to be justifiable to regard Atoms as 
more ideal (subjective) entities, for fear of having to regard them as with 
parts.—-Even if they are mere subjective entities, it is necessary to postulate 
a cause for tliat Idea; and tliat which is the cause of that Idea would itself 
be the Atom, —If what you are seeking to prove is that Atoms do not exist 
at all,—even so, the Reason adduced—‘ Because there is diversity of facings * 
—is ' inadmissible Because more non-entities—like the ‘ Horns of the 
Ass ’—do not have the diverse facings towards the East and other directions. 
—^Nor can your argument be treated as a Red/uctio ad Abaurdum; because 
‘ the diversity of facings * is not admitted by us ”. 

The answer to this is given in the following— 


TEXTS (1993-1997). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT WE HAVE BEEN CONSIDERING IS THE AtoM 
WHICH HAS BEEN REGARDED BY OTHER PEOPLE AS DEVOID OF DIVISION 
INTO PARTS ; AND IT IS NOT IMPROBABLE THAT THIS MAY LEAD TO 
SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE.—WhBN THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE 
FACT OF THE PARTS THEMSELVES BEING ‘ AtOMS —THEN THIS 
CERTAINLY INVOLVES A DEVIATION FROM THEIR OWN DoCTRINE.— 

The argumeni that has been set forth (by us) is only in the 
FORM OF A Reductio ad Ahsurdum ; this is not open to the 
charge of ‘ INADMISSIBILITY * REGARDING ITS SUBSTRATUM.—^ThB 

unity of the Atom also becomes discarded by the Conjunc¬ 
tion, ETC. that the other PARTY ADMITS.—ThUS UNDER ALL 
VIEWS, THE Atom cannot be regarded as being essentially 
one. And when it cannot be one, it cannot be many either.— 
Thus, for all wise people, the Atom is only capable of forming 
THE object of THE DEFINITE IDEA THAT IT IS NON-EXISTENT,— 
BECAUSE IT HAS THE NATURE OF NEITHER one NOR many, —LIKE 

THE Skydotua .— (1993-1997) 

COMMENTARY. 

The man who postulates the ‘ Atom ’ must hold that it is a certain entity 
with a well-defined form. Otherwise, if there were an indefinite Infinite 
Regress, the form of the ‘ Atom ’ could not be determined ; and in that case 
our Opponent would himself have established the fact that it is something 
‘ indescribable ‘ indefinite *, ‘ indeterminate ’ ; and thus ho would have 
established what is desired by his Opponent. For these reasons, that same 
well-defined entity which you would prove to be the ‘ Atom ’, without having 
recourse to an Infinite Regress,—if with regard to that same entity an investi¬ 
gation is carried on, why should there be an Infinite Regress ? Specially 
so when the Infinite Regress would lead to the subversion of your doctrine. 
But that would not bring about a situation undesirable for your Opponent. 
—And as this would be enough to prove what is desired by your Opponent, 
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the argument that we have put forward is only by way of a Reductio ad 
Absurdum, 

Our Reason camiot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible \ Because the other 
party has accepted the view that Atoms are in conjunction with one another, 
—tliat there is no intervening space between them,—and that each Atom is 
surrounded by Atoms distinct from one another ; if it were not so, how 
could there be any Cognition of it ? Thus though it has not been admitted 
in so many words tliat tliere is ‘ diversity of facings ’ in Atoms,—^yet it follows 
from the acceptance of tlieir being in conjunction and so forth. Unless there 
is diversity of ‘ upper ’ and ‘ lower ’ parts, there cannot be any Conjunction, 
etc ,,—as there is none in the case of the Mind and Mental Effects ;—this has 
been explained before. 

It has been argued tliat^—“ It is necessary to admit a Cause for the 
Idea of the Atom, and that which is the Cause of that Idea is the A torn 
—^The answer to that is that tliere is already a cause for the illusory idea of 
‘ Atom ’,—in the shape of the notion of the dust-particles coming in through 
the hole,-—tliis notion resulting from the fruition of the Impressions left 
by the contemplation of wrong teachings. It cannot be right to regard the 
Atom itself as the cause of its own Idea; as in that case, the Atom would 
not liave a piuely subjective existence. If it were not so, then the cause of 
the Idea of the Soul would consist of the Soul itself,—-and not of the ‘Thougiit- 
pliases ’ (Skamlhas) In this way, as of the Atom, so of tiie Soul also, there 
could be no denial. 

Thus it is established that Atoms cannot be one ; and as there can no longer 
be any doubt on this point, our Reason camiot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible ’ 
for proving the fact of Atoms being non-existent, —(1993-1997) 

Having thus proved that the ‘ External Object ’ is devoid of the nature 
of ‘ many ’, the Text proceeds to show that it cannot have the nature of 
‘one’;— 

TEXT (1998). 

Because, on account oe the non-conjunction of the Atom, the 
Composite cannot exist,—therefore other people regard 
THE Composite as composed of Atoms.— (1998) 

COMMENTARY. 

Those people who admit of the Cross Object, even though not composed 
of Atoms,—for them, like the Atom, the Gross Objectalso could not be regarded 
as one, because of ‘the diversity of its facings ’ ; because if it were one entity, 
then the shaking of the liand or the limbs would lead to the shaking of 
the whole body.—^As tliis is quite clear, and was threshed out on several 
occasions, the Author lias not pointed out here any objections to this view. 

Thus the Reason— "that which is devoid of the nature of one and many, 
etc. etc. *—^which lias been put forward by us, for proving that there can 
be no activity in regard to ‘ external objects ’,—^is one that cannot be regarded 
as ‘ inadmissible And when that is ‘ admissible ’, the Earth and other 
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external things apprehended should be treated as non-existent. And when the 
Earth, etc. cannot be ‘ apprehended the fact of the Cognition being the 
‘ apprehender \ assumed on the basis of the apprehension of those things, also, 
becomes proved to be inadmissible. Thus it becom(?s established that all this 
is mere ‘ Idea ’ (has a purely subjective oxistence).“ (1998) 

Having thus proved that Idea alone exists, on the ground of there being 
no ‘ object the Author now proceeds to prove the same, on the ground of 
the absence of the characters of the ‘ apprehended * and the ‘ apprehender * :— 


TEXT (1999) 

Either ‘ not envisaging a form or ‘ envisaging a form or 

‘ ENVISAGING SOMETHING ELSE —THE COGNITION CANNOT 
* APPREHEND ANY ‘ EXTERNAL THING — (1999) 

COMMENTARY. 

Neither as ‘ formless ’, nor as ‘ with form ’, nor ‘ with the form of some- 
tliing other than the object ’,—can there be any apprehension of the external 
Object; and there is no other way possible. Hence Cognition is always self- 
cognisant, even when there is another ‘ Cliain ’ which is external to it. 
Hence it becomes established that Idea or Cognition alone exists. 

Some people have regarded the Cognition of one form as apprehending 
(envisaging) a Cognition in another form ; for example, the Cognition in the 
‘ yellow ’ form apprehends also the ‘ whit^ ’ conch-shell. This has been thus 
asserted by Kumarila [Shlokavdrtika — Nirdlambanavdda, 108]—“ In every 
case, there is an external back-ground, apf)earing under diverse conditions of 
Place and Time,—be it during this same life or in another life, or at some 
other time. ” 

It is in view of tliis view that the Text has introduced the third alternative. 
—(1999) 

Question : —“ Why sJiould not the alternatives just set forth—‘ not en¬ 
visaging a form, etc. ’—apply to the view that the Cognition (or Idea) is 
self-cognised ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2090). 

When the Cognition is produced, it is produced as differentiated 

FROM all ‘ UNCONSCIOUS ’ FORMS ; AND IT IS THIS FACT OF ITS 
BEING ‘ NOT-UNCONSCIOUS ’ THAT CONSTITUTES ITS 
‘ SELF-COGNISABILITY — (2000) 

COMMENTARY. 

•When Cognition is said to be ‘ self-cognisant it is not meant that it is 
the apprehender or cognlser of itself; what is meant is that it shines,—^becomes 

14 
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manifested,—by itself,—by its very nature,—^just like the Light diffused in 
the atmosphere.—(2000) 


Question :—“ Why is the Cognition not regarded as the Apprehendsr (of 
itself) ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2001-2002). 

There can be no ‘ self-cognition ’ of the Cognition, in the sense 
THAT IT IS THE ttctiou AND ALSO THE active agent ; because one and 
THE same ENTITY, WHICH IS IMPARTITE IN FORM, CANNOT HAVE 
THREE CHARACTERS. HeNCE THE ONLY RKJHT VIEW IS 
THAT THE ‘ SELF-COGNITION ’ OF THE COGNITION IS 
DUE TO ITS BEING OF THE VERY NATURE OF CON¬ 
SCIOUSNESS. Under the circumstances, 

HOW can THERE BE ANY COGNITION OF 
ANY OTHER THING IN THE SHAPE OF 
THE ‘ OBJECT ’ ?— (2001-2002) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Three characters ’—of the Cognised^ the Cogniser and the Cognition .— 
( 2001 - 2002 ) 

The following might Ik' urged :—“ Just as there is self-cognition of the 
Cognition itself, so would there be cognition of the External Thing also, 
w'ithout there being an apprehender and an apprehended 
The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2003). 

The FORM OF any other thing is not such THAT UPON ITS COGNITION, 
SOMETHING ELSE WOULD BECOME COGNISED ; BECAUSE, IN REALITY, 
THINGS ARB DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER.— (2003) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it lias been assumed that there is the single fonn of ‘ Entity *— 
as differentiated from ‘ non-entity ’—^which is common to all things,—yet in 
reality, they are all different among themselves ; hence there is no ‘ one-ness ’ 
among them. This is what is meant by the phrase—‘ in reality ’.—(2003) 

The following might be urged ;—“ Even though the External Thing be 
different from the Cognition, yet it could be ‘ cognised ‘ apprehended ’— 
just as the Cognition itself is ”, 

The answer to tliat is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2004). 

It is possible for the Cognition to be cognised, because it is 

PRODUCED IN THE FORM OF CONSCIOUSNESS. ThE OBJECT, ON 
THE OTHER HAND, WHEN PRODUCED, IS NOT IN THE 

FORM OF Consciousness ; how then could 
IT BE COGNISED ? ’— (2004) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus proved the ‘ self-cognition ’ of Cognitions, the Author 
proceeds to show that there can be no apprehension of the Object by 
Cognition which is formless (and envisages no form):— 


TEXTS (2005-2006). 

Under the view that ‘ Cognition envisages a form though, in 

REALITY, THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO (THE COGNITION 
AND THE FORM ENVISAGED BY IT), YET, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 

Reflection having the same form as what is Reflected, 

THERE MIGHT BE ‘ COGNITION ’ (OF ONE BY THE 
other) IN THE INDIRECT SENSE.—BUT FOR ONE 
WHO DOES NOT REGARD THE COGNITION AS 
BEARING THE IMPRINT OF THE OBJECT, 

—THERE CAN BE NO ^ COGNITION ' OF 
THE EXTERNAL OBJECT, EVEN 
IN THE SAID ‘ INDIRECT ’ 

SENSE.— (2005-2006) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Reflection ’—i.o. of the form of the Cognition. 

‘ Tadrupydt ’—on account of its having the same form. 

‘ Indirect ’—not primary ; secondary. 

‘ Even this ’—cognition in the secondary sense, assmned on the ground of 
similarity.—(2005-2006) 


The following might be urged :—“ The sword strikes the Elephant, the 
Fire burns the inflammable thing ; and yet the Sword and the Fire are not of 
the form of the Elephant and the inflammable thing ;—in the same way the 
Cognition, though not assuming the form of the Object, would apprehend 
that object 

Tliis is til© view set forth in tli© following— 
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TEXT (2007). 

The following idea may be entertained—“The Sword and the 
Fjrb, though not of the form of the Elephant and the 
Inflammable object, do the cuttincj and the burning 
OF those objects ; IN the same way would this (Cogni¬ 
tion) also do (the apprehending of the object, 
without assuming its form).*’— (2007) 

COMMENTARY. 

The genitive ending in ‘ dantiddhyddeh * is in connection with ‘ chheda- 
ddkddi ’. 

‘ This ’—i.G. the Cognition. 

The t-erin ‘ adi ’ includes such other easels as the Lamp illuminating tlio 
Blue and otlu^r tilings.—(2007) 

The following Text jirovides the answ'or to the above : 


TEXT (2008). 

There is no analogy (betweb^n the two cases) ; BECAxrsK the things 
cited are productive of the other object in that ixirm, 

AND hence are KNOWN AS SUCH ; WHILE COGNITION 
IS NOT PRODUCTIVE IN THE SAME WAY.— (2008) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Sword is ‘ productive ’ of the Elepliant, and is, on that account, known 
as the ‘ Cutter ’ ; what happens is that- when the Elephant is struck by the 
Sword, there is produced an Elephant w'ith sundered limbs ; similarly wiien 
the Fuel is touched by Fire, it becomes produced as the Live-coal; in the 
same manner, the Jar and other external things also become capable of pro¬ 
ducing cognitions, through l^ight. But even so, the (kignition does not 
confer any benefit upon the Object ; on the contrary it is the Object that 
produces the Cognition in a clear form. When, thus, the Cognition does 
not confer any benefit upon the Object,—how could it b(i its ‘ Cogniser ’ ?— 
The mere fact of the Cognition being the product of the Object cannot justify 
the idea that it is ‘ Cognisant ’ of that Object; as otherwise, the 
Cognition might be regarded as ‘ Cognisant ’ of the Eye and other means of 
Cognition also.—(2008) 

Bhadanta-Shuhhagupta has argued as follows:— 

“ P]ven though not assuming the form of the Object, the Cognition 
does apprehend it, because it is of the nature of the apprehension of that 
Object; hence no question should be raised as to how it apprehends it and 
like what it apprehends it. This has been thus asserted—‘ If the Cognition 
does apprehend the Object, then it is of the nature of the apprehension of 




‘ EXTERNAL WORLD/ 


953 


that Object, and no question should be raised as to how, and like what, it 
apprehends it 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2009-2010). 

The fact of the Cognition being of the nature of the apprehension 
OF the Object would be possible, if the apprehension of the 
cognised object were of the form of Cognition. Other¬ 
wise IT SHOULD be clearly STATED THAT COGNITION IS 
OF THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION ; IT HAS NOT BEEN 
POINTED OUT THAT ‘THE APPREHENSION of the 
object IS IN THIS FORM — (2009-2010) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this would be true if it were proved that Cognition is of the nature 
of the apprehension of something other than itself ; as a matter of fact, this 
has not yet been proved.—Because the Cognition does not apprehend the 
Object by its mere existence ; if it did so, it would apprehend all things.— 
Nor does it apprehend the Object, as its product; for, if it did, there would 
be apprehension of the Eye and other organs also.—Nor is Cognition held to 
be with formf by virtue of which, being similar to the Object, it could not be 
distinguished from it and thus regarded as ‘ cognisant ’ of it.—^Thus then, 
if tlie ap])rehousiou of the cognised object were of the nature of Cognition, 
th<>n the Cognition could be said to bo of the nature of the apprehension of 
the object. Otherwise, how can it ho unequivocally stated that “ Cognition 
is of the nature of the apprehension of the object ” ? 

In fact. Cognition being something different from the apprehension 
of the object, it must be of the nature of Cognition itself ; and hence it becomes 
established that Idea or Cognition alone is what exists. 

The following might be urged :—“ There must be some peculiarity in 
the Cognition, whereby it apprehends the Object only; and what this pecii - 
liarity is cannot be exactly indicated 

The answer to tliis is given in the words—‘ It has not been pointed out, 
etc, etc. ’—‘ Bhavati ’ has to be supplied. Though every specific entity 
cannot be indicated, y(^t by some feat of imagination it is always spoken of 
somehow. If it were not so, then no peculiarity could be asserted in regard 
to Colour and other tlungs also. The mere vague assertion, that ‘ Cognition 
is the apprehension of ths object ’ does not state anything clearly and unequi¬ 
vocally and with certainty. 

From this it follows that if the existonee of objects were established in 
this vague indefinite form, the objects would indeed become really well- 
established I— (2009-2010) 

It might be asked : —“ If there were no Object to be apprehended, whose 
apprehension would be there ? ” 

Amwer :— 
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TEXT (2011). 

Thebe can be no such complaint as—“ whose appbehbnsion would 
IT BE ? —In fact, Appbehension is the very nature of the 
Cognition ; just as ‘ Satisfaction ’ is of 
Pleasure, —(2011) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is the nature or essence of the Cognition itself that is called ‘appre¬ 
hension —by reasqn of its being of the nature of Light;—just as—‘ Satisfac¬ 
tion ’ is of Pleasure ; when one speaks of ‘ the satis faction of Pleasure the 
niere fact of the two being mentioned separately does not make the 
Satisfaction something different from Pleas^ire, —Similarly, though there are 
such oxpn^ssions as ‘ apprehension of Blue ‘ apprehension of Yellow' 
and so forth,—w'hero the two appear to bt^ different,—yet, it- is the very 
nature of the Cognition that it appears in the form of Bhie, etc., and hence 
it is spoken of in the said manner ; and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that Cognition is by its nature seJf-cognisant, — (2011) 

Question: —“ What is this ‘ Self-cognition ’ that is spoken of ? ” 

Ansrmr :— 


TEXT (2012). 

It means that for the Cognition of its own form, the Cognition 
DOES not need any OTHER THINtJ ; AND YET IT IS NOT 
UNCOGNISED ;—THIS IS WHAT IS MEANT BY 
‘ SBLF-COGNITTON ’.— (2012) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text raises an objection to the statement just made— 
from the view-point of Kumarila :— 


TEXT (2013). 

While functioning towards the apprehending of the object, 
THE Cognition does not touch itself ; hence, even though 

IT IS ILLUMINATIVE, IT NEEDS SOMETHING ELSE FOR 
ITS OWN APPREHENSION.’’— [Shlokavdrtika— 

Shunyavdda, 184].—(2013) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is how Kvmdriki argues—“ Tho\igh Cognition is of the nature of 
Light, yet for its own manifestation, it needs something else ; and it does not 
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touch —^apprehend—itself ; as it is wholly taken up in the manifesting (appre¬ 
hending) of the object; and when it is engaged in one thing, it cannot operate 
over another thing, without abandoning the former.”—(2013) 


Anticipating an objection on the basis of the Lamp (which is self- 
illumined), Kumarila states as follows :— 


TEXT (2014). 

‘‘ Or, the illuminative character of the Coonition may be 

REGARDED AS CONSISTING IN ITS BEING THE APPREHENSION OF 
THE OBJECT. AnD AS THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF ITSELF, 

Cognition cannot be regarded as illuminating it- 
SEI.F.' ’— [Shlokamrtika — Shiinyavdda, 185].—(2014) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question arising—‘ Tf the Cognition is not ilinminative of itself, 
how can it be regarded as illuminative of the external object ? ’—Kumarila 
offers the following answer :— 


TEXT (2015). 

“ As in the case of the Eye, it is found that, even though it is 
illuminative, yet IT has its tlluminativeness restricted to 
CoLOITR,—so IT would BE IN THE CASE IN QUESTION ALSO.’’— 

[ Shlokavdrfi/ca — Shunyavdda, 186].—(2015) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the Eye and other organs, it is found that their illuminative- 
ness is restricted to certain definite things, like Colour and the rest,—even 
though the Eye, etc. are not illuminative of themselves; the same would 
be the case with Cognition also.—(2015) 


The following might be urged (against Kumarila ):—‘ How is it that, 
abandoning its own self, which is more intimate to itself, the Cognition ilhi - 
mines only the external Object ? ’ 

The answer to this by Kumarila is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2016). 

‘'The illuminativeness of the Cognition operates upon the 

EXTERNAL OBJECT, AND NOT UPON ITSELF, FOR WANT OF THE 

necessary potency (capacity). [Shhkavdrtika — 
Shunyavadd, 187]. —^And the potency of 
things cannot be complained 
of.’*— (2016) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —‘ Why should the Cognition not have the potency to illu¬ 
minate it-self ? ’ 

Anstuer : — The potency of things cannot be complained o/ ’ ; as has been 
thus declared—‘ It is fire alone that burns, not Akdsha, —who is to be com¬ 
plained against for this ? ’—(2016) 

The answer to the above arguments of Kumdrila is as follows:— 


TEXT (2017). 

It is the ‘ APPREHENDINC; OF THE OBJECT ’ THAT IS CALLED ‘ C^OGNITTON ’. 

When then, it forms its own essence, how coitld there 
BE ANY other FUNCTION OVER IT ?— (2017) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 201.3) that—“while functioning over 
the apprehending of the Object, the Cognition does not touch itself “.—This 
is irrelevant. Because the ‘ apprehending of the object ’ is not something 
different from the Cognition. For instance, it is Cognition itself which is 
spoken of by such synonyms as 'vitti" (apprehension), ' upalabdhi' (com¬ 
prehension), 'arthapratiti' (objective consciousness), and ' vijfiapti ’ (ideation). 
When, tlien, this ‘ apprehending of the object ’ forms the very soul of the 
Cognition, what other ‘ functioning ’,—in the shape of the ‘ apprehending of 
the object ’—could the Cognition have, apart from itself,—by virtue of which 
it could be said that ‘ the Cognition is functioning over the apprehending 
of the Object ’ ? Certainly it is not right that anything should operate upon 
itself.—(2017) 

The following question might be raised—“ How, is it known that the 
‘ apprehending of the object ’ is of the nature of Cognition, —on account of 
which ‘ Cognition ’ and ‘ apprehending of the object ’ are regarded as synony¬ 
mous ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (2018-2019). 

‘ Apprehension ’ forms the very nature op the Object. Ip that 
Apprehension were of the nature of ‘ Cognition then it might 

BE correct to regard THE ‘ COGNITION ’ AS BEING OF THE 
NATURE OF THE ‘ APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT ’.—BUT IT 
CANNOT BE SO (UNDER YOUR VIEW), AS THAT WOULD 
INVOLVE THE ABANDONING OF YOUR DOCTRINE ; 

EVEN SO, THOUGH THE COGNITION WOULD COME 
TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ APPRE¬ 
HENSION THERE WOULD BE NO 
APPREHENDING of objectS. — 

(2018-20*19) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Apprehension ’ must bo regarded as of the nature —form—of the Object; 
othorwi.se, how could the Cognition operate over it ? There can bo no opera¬ 
tion of any tiling upon what does not exist—e.g. the ‘ Hares’ Horn ’. Con¬ 
sequently if the said ‘ nature * of the Object in the form of Apprehension were 
not-different from Cognition^ then alone could it be correct to regard the 
Cognition as being of the nature of the Apjnehension of Objects^ —as has been 
declared (by the Opponent) in th(^ sentence—“the Ulnmiruitiveness of the 
Cognition consists in its being of the nature of the Apprehension of Objects ” 
(Text 2014). 

On being pressed hard, the 0[)ponent might admit the non-difference of 
Cognition from the Apprehension of Objects ; hence it is added—‘ But it carinot 
be so uruier your view ’ ;—‘ it ’ stands for the idea of the Apprehension being 
non-different from Cognition. 

‘ Your opinion \ —viz. : that “ Cognition is devoid of the apprehension 
of itself ” ;—this would be abandoned if the said non-difference were admitted. 
That is, if it be admitted that the Cognition is not different from the Appre¬ 
hension of Objects^ it would mean that Cognition is self-cognised. 

The following might be urged :—‘‘ When wo speak of Cognition ns 
‘ illuminative we do not mean that it is so because it is of ths nature of the 
Apprehension of Objects; but only that it is of the nature of Ajijnehension^ 
pme and simple 

The answer to this Even when, etc. etc. ’ ~ ‘ Tasya ’ stands for the 
Cognition. —Even though Cognition has now come to be of the nature of 
mere Apprehension^ not of the nature of the Apprehension of Objects, — 
even so there could be no distinct Apprehension of Objects, —such as ‘ this is 
the apprehension of Blm, not of Yellow ’.—(2018-2019) 


Question :—“ Why should not there be such apprehension ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (2020). 

For the other party, * proximity ’ could not be the basis for such 

APPREHENSION,—AS THERE IS UNDER THE VIEW THAT COGNITION 
HAS A FORM, IN THE SHAPE OF THE ‘ REFLECTED 

Image — (2020) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For thre other parly \ —ono wlio holds tho viow tlmt Cognition form¬ 
less; whose o])inion is tliat “it is tho oxtonml Object that luis form, tho 
Cognition is formless —(2020) 

It has boon assorted (under Text 2014) that—“ the illuminntiveness of 
Cognition consists in its being of the nature of Approhonsion 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2021). 

If, by its nature, CooNiTroN is nnron.scion/i and as such, can have 
NO apprehension of itself, —THEN, THERE WOULD BE NO 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE COGNITION ; WHICH WOULD 
MEAN THAT THE SAME IS THE CASE WITH THE 
APPREHENSION OF THE OTHER ALSO. 

—( 2021 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition, being unconscious, does not apprehend itself,—then the 
Cognition itself being imperceptible, the apprehension of the Object also 
would have to bo regarded as imperceptible ,—(2021) 

The following might be urged—“ If the Cognition is not perceptible, 
why should the apprehension of the Object also cease to bo perceptible ? 
Certainly tho irnperceptibility of Colour does not make Sound also impc^r- 
ceptiblo 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2022) 

The Apprehension of the Object ifs called ‘ Cognition ' itself ; if then, 

THERE is no PERCEPTION OF THE COGNITION, HOW CAN THERE 
BE PERCEPTION OF THE OTHER ?— (2022) * 

COMMENTARY. 

We cannot find any other form (or character) of the Cognition, apart 
from Apprehension. And so long as we cannot find any such, if we were to 
carry on any business, we would be deceiving ourselves and also others, 
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If the Cognition is uncognised, what other cognition could there be of 
the apprehension of the object ? None wluitsoevor.—(2022) 

It might be held that there would be apprehension of it by another 
Cognition. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2023-2024). 

If the apprehenston of the object were apprehended by another 
Cognition,—then it would mean that at the time that the 
object is apprehended, it LS not COCJNISED ; BECAUSE ITS cogni¬ 
tion has not yet come about ; and if that is so, then when 

AGAIN WOULD IT BECOME COGNISED ?—If IT BE HELD THAT—IT 
WOULD BECOME COGNISED WHEN ITS COGNITION BECOMES COGNISED ”, 
—THEN IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE OBJECT WHICH IS NOT COGNISED 
AT THE TIME OF ITS OWN APPREHENSION, BECOMES COGNISED ON 
THE APPREHENSION OF SOMETHING ELSE.—ThIS INDEED WOULD BE 
AN EXTREMELY WISE ASSERTION !— (2023-2024) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Skldhyasamsnldheh' —on account of its cognition not having come about. 
—It cannot be right that the thing whose appearance has not become cognised 
should be regarded as apparent. I'hat is to say, oven at the time that the 
Object is apprehended, there is no cognition of it; because the apprehension 
consisting of the manifestation of the Object has not yet been cognised ; under 
the (M*rciimstancos, it behoves you to explain at what time it would become 
cognised. 

If it he held that it would become cognised, etc. etc. ’ ;—i.e. it would 
become cognised at the time of the appearance of the Cognition of its cogni - 
tion,—this indeed would be a very clever assertion ! How can a thing 
which is not cognised at the time of its own apprehension become cognised 
at the time of the cognition of something else ?—(2023-2024) 

It might be granted that it does become cognised,—only if there were 
no infinite regress ; as it is however, the idea involves an unavoidable infinite 
regress.—This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (2025). 

If the said cognition of the apprehension is not cognised, then 

THE PRECEDING ONE REMAINS UNCOGNISED. If OF THAT ALSO, 

YET ANOTHER COGNITION WERE POSTULATED, THEN 
THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS.— (2025) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasya ’—stands for the second cognition of the apprehension of the 
Object, 
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‘ Preceding one *—i.e. the apprehension of the Object. 

‘ Retrains uncognised ’—remains as something of which there has 
been no cognition.—(2025) 

Then again, if it is hold that the Apprc^hension is apprehended by another 
Cognition,—then in connection with this latter cognition also, there would 
certainly appear the Remembrance in the form * I have had the Cognition 
of the Cognition ’ ; so that for this Cognition also there will have to be pos¬ 
tulated another apprehension ;—^as without previous apprehension there 
can be no Remembrance ; \mder the circumstances, it has to be explained 
what that is which, having nothing else to do, goes on producing this string 
of Cognitions and Apprehensions.—It cannot be the Object that brings about 
this string. Because it forms the object of the initial Cognition itself.—Nor 
can it l)e the Sense-organ and Light; as these could be ofToctive only in 
the case of Visual Perception.—^Nor can the said string of Cognitions be 
regarded as without cause. As, in that case, there would bo the possibility 
of its being there at all times. 

It might be said that “ it is the first (Cognition itself which goes on 
producing Cognitions, one after the other 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2026-2028). 

[If it WERE AS SirUGESTKl)], THEN THERE WOULD BE NO ROOM FOR THE 
COGNITION OF ANY OTHER OBJECT. AnD YET SUCH COGNITION IS 
ACTUALLY FOUND TO APPEAR. AnD IF THERE IS COGNITION OF 
ANOTHER OBJECT, THE LAST OF THE SERIES OF COGNITIONS COULD 
NOT BE COGNISED BY ANY OTHER COGNITION ; SO THAT THAT WOULD 
REMAIN UNCOGNISED ; AND IF THAT IS NOT COGNISED, ALL THE REST 
OF THE SERIES MUST REMAIN UNCOGNISED ; SO THAT THE ENTIRE 
WORLD BECOMES BLIND (UNCONSCIOUS).—If THEN, THE FIRST COGNI¬ 
TION BE REGARDED AS SELT-COGNISED, THEN THE SAME MAY SURELY 
BE SAID OF THE OTHERS ALSO ;—BKCATTSE THEY ARE ALL Cognition \ 
OTHERWISE, THEY WOULD NOT BE Cognition AT ALL,—LIKE THE 

Jar and such things.— (2026-2(128) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the way suggested, there is no possibility of the entering of any other 
Object (into the fold of Consciousness). Because, each succeeding Cognition 
would be the Object of the preceding Cognition, and would be there in close 
proximity to its cause ; and so long as it liad such an intimately connected 
objective, why should the Cognition take up any other less intimate Objective ? 
In fact, even though such an external Object were present, it could not—simply 
because it is external,—^prevent the Cognition from envisaging the preceding 
Cognition, If, even though external, the Object could prevent the Cognition 
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of the Cognition, then no one could never apprehend any Cognition at all. 
Becaime there ih iio point of time when an external Object is not present. 
—Keiiiembranee also would iH^eome rooted out; because there would be no 
Apprehension that could bring about Kerneiiibrance.—Further, for the appear¬ 
ance of tlie conce[)tions of ‘ Past ’ and the rest, whicli ap[iear when the Object 
concerned is not there,—there would be no cause ; so that the series of 
conceptions would continue there as long as the world lasts ; and no one 
would have any anxiety for anything at all. 

Granting the presence of other objects,—even though it is not possible, 
—oven so, it behoves you to explain by what the other (second) Cognition 
is cognised. 

It might be said that—“ that same succeeding Cognition, while appre¬ 
hending another Object, would apprehend both, this Object as well as the 
preceding Cognition 

But this cannot be right. Because, when after the Cognition of Sound, 
there follows the Cognition of ( Vilour,—the Cognition of Sound would figure in 
the later Cognition of Colour, and hence there should be Cognition of Sound 
also which would be figuring in its own Cognition.—Even for one who regards 
Cognition as formless, unless there is apprehension of Sound, there can be 
no apprehension of what apprehends the Sound ; e.g. unless there is appre¬ 
hension of the sticky there can be no apprehension of the Holder of the Stick. 
Thus Sound also would figmo in the Visual Cognition of Colour. Similarly 
on the said principle, in the Cognition of Cogitation also in regard to such 
objects as the letter ‘ A ’ and the like,—^there would always be tw’o verbal 
expressions one after the other. For instance, when after the Cogitation 
over the letter ' I ’, one Cogitates over the letter ‘ A ’,—then, the Cogitation 
of the letter ‘ A ’ should apprehend the apprehender of the letter ‘ I ’ also ; 
consequently the verbal expression relating to the letter ‘ I ’ as figuring in 
its own Cognition, should ajipear in the Cognition of the letter ‘ A ’. 

Further, under this view, everything would appear in Consciousness 
twice over; because it must so appear at the time of its own Cognition 
also. But as a matter of fact, there is no such double appearance of Objects. 

For these reasons, it is not right to say that the succeeding Cognition 
apprehends both (tlie preceding Cognition and also the Object). 

It miglit be urged—“ The one final Cognition might remain unappre¬ 
hended and unremembered; where would be the harm ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ If there is Cognition of another Object, etc, etci ’ 
—'Self-Cognition being not accepted by the other party, the last Cognition 
cannot be regarded as ‘ self-cognised ’ ; nor can it be cognised by anything 
else ; as in that case there w'ould be an infinite regress. Thus the final Cog-' 
nition being uncognised, the Cognition preceding it must remain luicognised, 
as it would apprehend something that is not perceptible ; and so on and on 
backwards, the Object also will remain uncognised ; so that no Object would 
ever be cognised at all; wliich means that the entire world becomes blind. 

If, in order to avoid the said difficulty, it be admitted that the final 

\ * 

Cognition of the series is cognised by itself,—then the entire lot of Cognitions 
might be self-cognised ; as all are equally * Cognition \ 
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This argument may be formulated as follows :—Every Cognition, for 
its own Cognition, does not depend upon the operation of anything else,— 
because it is Cognition ^—like the final Cognition of the series,—the Cognition 
under dispute is a Cognition ; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things. 

If it wore not so, then what is itself not cognised would be unconscious, 
like the Jar and other things ; and hence it would lose the character of 
‘ Cognition This is an argument amiulling a conclusion to the contrary.— 
(2026-2028) 

It has been argued above—under Text 2015, tliat—“ Even though it be 
illuminative, the illumiriativeness would be restricted —^The answer to this 
is as follows :— 

TEXT (2029). 

The Eye is regarded as ‘ illuminative ’ of Colour, because it 

BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION OF CoLOUR,—NOT BECAUSE IT 

IS ITS Apprehension ; what similarity then can 
THE Eye have to Cognition ?— (2029) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the Eye is spoken of as ‘ illuminative ’ of Colour, 
because it brings about the Cognition of Colour :—As regards Cognition, it 
does not do anything to the Colour; as what it does bring about is entirely 
Colourhss (formless); and what does not do anything to a certain Object 
cannot be regarded as ‘ illuminative ’ of it; otherwise there would be incon¬ 
gruities. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Upanid ’—Similarity.—(2029) 

The following texts proceed to address certain argiunents to the pliilo- 
sopher who holds Cognition to be formless ,—for the pmpose of proving that 
there is non-difference between the Blue and other fonns and the Cognition 
of these forms :— 

TEXTS (2030-2031). 

When there is Cognition of a certain thing, and also that thing 
OF WHICH that alone IS THE COGNITJON,—THIS THING IS UOt-different 

FROM that Cognition ; or this does not differ from that. 

For example, the Cognition of the Blue, or the Second 
Moon ;—and this is the Cognition of Blue, because 
IT apprehends the Blue form.— (2030-2031) 

COMMENTARY. 

When there is Cognition of a certain thing,—and also the thing of which 
that alone—none other—is the Cognition,—then the latter is absolutely 
not-different from the former. 
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Or, the ‘ non-difference * may be stated conversely—^the former is non- 
different from the latter. 

What is meant is as follows :—When a certain Object has no Cognition 
other than a certain Cognition, that Object is non-different from that 
Cognition ;—e.g. the Cognition of the Blue from itself,—or the Second Moon, 
which figures in the Cognition of the man with defective eye-sight.—The 
Cognition in question is the Cognition of the Cognition of the Blue ; this 
reiterates the presence of the Probans; the ‘ Subject ’ or ‘ Minor Term ’ consists 
of the Blue Form and its Cognition ; and the ‘ non-difference ’ of these two 
is the Probandum. The said ‘ constancy of their being found together ’ 
is the Probans. This is the meaning of the Probans that appears in the text 
of the Great "J^eaeher which says—‘ There must be non-difference between the 
Blue and its Cognition, because they are altuays found, together ’. 

Bhadunta-Shubhagupta however has argued as follows :—“ This Probans 
is ‘ contradictory ’ ; because in common parlance, the term ‘ together ’ is 
never used except with another thing; hence the Reason that ‘ they 
are cognised together ’ is contradictory 

This is not right; that Probans is ‘ contradictory ’ which resides only 
where the Probandum is known to be absent; the Probans in question does 
not reside only where the Probaiidam is known to bo absent; as it resides also 
where the Probandum is known to be present. For instance, among people, 
there is the idea that the ‘ two moons ’ (seen by the man with defective 
vision) are perceived together ; and yet there is no real difference between them ; 
and i)eople are found to use the term ‘ together ’ in such assertions as ‘ tw^o 
moons arc seen together ’. Similarly in the case in question, the term ‘ to¬ 
gether ’ has been used on the basis of a difference assumed on the basis of the 
idea that the form (Blue) appearing as ‘external’ is the ‘ second the ‘ other 
—though it is really non-different from the Cognition, In fact, all verbal 
usage is not in exact accordance with the real state of things ; whereby the 
mere use of the term ‘ together ’ would make the Inferential Indicative, 
which is really concomitant with a certain thing, something different. 

The same Bhadanta-Shubhagupta says again :—“ If the term ‘ together ’ 
means one, then the Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’ ; because the Blue and other 
things are not apprehended as one, in such shows as those of dancers, wrestlers, 
etc.—Nor are the Blue and the Cognition of Blue both apprehended by one 
(person); because even when the Blu4^ is apprehended, the Cognitions of the 
same Blue, appearing in other ’ series ’ or ‘ chains ’, are not apprehended. 
When again, the existence of all living beings and all ‘ Cognition-moments ’ 
are apprehended by the Omniscient Being,—how can it be admitted tliat 
there is apprehension by one only ?—^Then again, it is only when the appre¬ 
hension of ‘ others ’ is negatived, that there can be certainty regarding the 
apprehension of one ;—but the negation of the apprehension of others is not 
possible; because of what is diverse in nature, both affirmation and denial 
cannot be possible.—If the term ‘ together * is meant to convey the idea of 
being present at the same time, then the Reason becomes ‘ Inconclusive in 
view of the Cognition cognised by the Buddha, and also of the Mind and 
Mind-effects. For instance, tlie Cognition in other ‘ cliains ’ wliich are 
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cognised by the Blessed Lord Buddha^ —that Cognition and Buddha’s Cogni¬ 
tion of that Cognition are found to appear together,—i.e. at the same time, 
—and yet they are differenU Similarly in the case of Mind and Mental Effects, 
even though they are apprehended ‘ together yet they are not one and the 
same. Tims the Beason is ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

All this is not right. What is meant is, not ‘ apprehension by one 
nor ‘ apprehension o/ one ’ ;—what is meant is that there is a single—^not 
separate—apprehension of the Cognition and the Cognised ; that is, the 
apprehension of the Cognised is the same as the apprehension of the Cognition, 
and the apprehension of the Cognition is the same as the apprehension of the 
Cognised. In the case of such shows as those of the Dancer, the Wrestler 
and the like, there is no Cognition of the Cognition which does not apprehend 
the Cognised also;—^nor is there any Cognition of the Cognised which does not 
apprehend the Cognition also. How then can the Reason be regarded as 
‘ inadmissible ’ ?—Nor can the Reason be regarded as ‘ of doubtful admissi¬ 
bility ’ ; because the self-cognition of the Cognition is tlu) Cognition of the 
Object also ; as has been admitted also by our opponent, the upholder of the 
Reality of the External World.—This also serves to refute the ‘ inadmissibi¬ 
lity ’ urged on the basis of the alternatives—whether what is meant is 
‘ the apprehension of one ’, etc. etc.—^Thon again, it is not a fact that the 
‘ Cognition-moments ’ figuring in another ‘ chain * are cognised by the 
Buddka, Because the Blessed Lord, who is free from all obscuring influences, 
is entirely free from defects as those of the ‘ apprehender ’ and the ‘ appre¬ 
hended This has been thus declared—‘ For Him, there is no Apprehended^ 
nor Apprehension, nor Apprehensibility by other Cognitions ; it is pure 
Void ’.—As regards the declaration of ‘ being untrammelled ’ (made in regard 
to Buddha’s Cognition),—that is only in view of His being the Lord of all 

things; as has been declared in the following words.‘Ho is held to bo 

omniscient, because His knowledge serves the purpose of all and is fully 
equipped with the Faculties resulting from previous meditations,—as is 
going to be described later on ’. Hence the Reason camiot be regarded as 
' inadmissible ’. 

Says the Opponent:—“ Achdrya Dharmaklrti, in setting forth the 
Purvapak^a (the Opponent’s vi^w), says—‘ At first, there is appearance of 
the Object as the cause of Cognition and hence this is what is apprehended 
first, and the apprehension of the Cognition comes later ’ ; and here he has 
shown that what the term ‘ together ’ means is simultaneity, not sameness ; 
it is only when simultaneity is meant, that the assertion of the Opponent 
showing that the two appear at different points of time can be relevant ”. 

There is no force in this argument. Because difference in titne is included 
under real material difference ; hence the assertion of the difference in time as 
indicating actual difference is quite relevant; because the ‘ less wide ’ term 
should not be inconcomitant with the ‘ wider ’ term. 

Nor again can the Reason be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive in view of the 
Cognition cognised by the Buddhas ; because in that case there is no limita¬ 
tion of the Cognition being one; because one by one all the Buddhas cognise 
the Cognition. For this same reason, in their case also, there is 
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consideration regarding the wrongness of Cognitions ; because each Cognition 
is cognised by itself. 

Or, there may be Cognition of the Cognition of others by the Buddha ; 
even so, the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because there is always difEerentia- 
tion. Even when there is diversity in the apprehension of two things, there is 
always differentiation ; in the case of Cognitions however, when appearing 
in the same ‘ Chain there is no diversity in their specific Individualities. 
Hence what is meant is that there is apprehension of the Cognition only 
when there is apprehension of the Object. The apprehension of the 
Cognition of the Blessed Lord however is not always the same as the appre¬ 
hension of the Cognitions occurring in other ‘ Chains —there is another 
Cognition also ; because the separateness (difference) of His own Cognition 
is also distinctly apprehended. For this same reason, the Reason does 
not become wrong, in view of Colour and Light; because Light is perceived 
also alone by itself ; and Colour also is perceived by certain animals (e.g. 
Cats), oven when there is no Light.—^Thus then, the Reason, not being pre¬ 
sent where the Probandum is known to be absent, cannot be regarded as 
‘ Inconclusive ’.—(2030-2031) 


The following might bo urged ;—“ Even though the presence of your 
Probans where the Probandum is known to be absent is not known with 
certainty,—yet it is suspected all the same ; and even so the Probans becomes 
‘ Inconclusive ’ ; as its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandiun is 
doubtful. Because, inasmuch as the relation of 'Subject’ and ‘Object’ 
(between the Cognition and the Cognised) is definite, the fact of their ‘ being 
apprehended together ’ (Concomitance) is open to an explanation other 
than their nondifference ; because the Cognition is always of the nature 
of the apprehender, as it has the character of apprehending things ; and the 
Object is always the apprehended ; and the fact of these two being always 
together is due to their being dependent upon the same set of circiunstances.— 
In the case of the Eye and other sense-orgaias, it is foimd that, even though 
they are equally produced together,—they cannot bo the cognised object ; 
simply because they do not have that character. Because, as a. matter of fact, 
what the causal circumstances bring about is the Cognition only in the form 
of the apprehension of the Blue and other objects, —^not in that of the appre¬ 
hension of such objects as the Eye, etc. ; the. Bine, etc. also are produced in 
the form in which they are apprehended by that Cognition ; not so the Eye, 
etc.—All this has been declared as follows :—‘ There is no apprehender 
other than Cognition, nor without the visible and other objects ; it is on this 
ground, that the fact of the Blue Object and its Cognition being apprehended 
together rests, not uj)on their non-difference;—^the antecedent circiunstances 
would bring about the Cognition of the object-moment, in the same way as 
Light does that of Colour; and in this way they would be apprehended 
together ”. 

The answer to this is as follows 

15 
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TEXT (2032). 

The ‘ NATURE OF Cognition ’ not being the ‘ nature of the other 
THING ’ [according TO THE OTHER PARTY] ;—^HOW COULD 
THERE BE APPREHENSION OF THE Blue form, WHEN 
THERE IS APPREHENSION OF THE Cognition of the 
Blue, —IF THERE IS NO NON-DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THESE TWO ?— (2032^) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one tiling clitt'ers from another, there can be no certainty of their 
being apprehended together, except through a constant relationship ; as 
otherwise, there would be incongruities. In the case in question, there is 
no Relationship in the cognition of the different thing. For instance, if 
there were such Relationsliip, it could either consist (a) in being of 
the same nature or (6) in one being the product of the other ;— (a) in the case 
in question the Opposite party does not admit the sameness of the two factors 
concerned ; and in fact, that is exactly what is going to be proved here ;— 
(6) nor could the fact of being apprehended together be due to one being 
the product of the other; because there can be no relationship of Cause 
and Effect between things that come into existence at the same time ; and 
also because in that case, there should be apprehension of the Eye and the 
other organs also (which are the cause of Cognition). 

Nor can their relation of ‘ Object and Subject' be based upon mere 
simultaneity due to the antecedent circiunstances. Because, in that case, the 
relationship of ‘ Object and Subject * would have to be admitted as subsisting 
between the Mind and Mental Effects on the one hand and the E>'e and other 
Sense-organs on the other.—It cannot be said in answer to this thai—“ what 
the Antecedent circumstances bring about is the relationship of object and. 
subject in regulated form, and hence there could be no incongruities ” ;— 
because, in reality, it is this same ‘ relation of object and subject * that 
forms the subject of the present discussion, and as such cannot be admitted 
as established. In fact, it is only when the constant relationship has become 
established, that the ‘ relation of subject and object ’ could be there; and 
it is this same constant relationship as the basis of the Relation of subject 
and object, that is being considered now. 

Apart from sameness and being produced, there can be no other constant 
relationship, on which the Relation of object and subject could be based. And 
we have just arrived at the conclusion that (in the case in question) no such 
relation of subject and object can be based upon the said sameness and being 
produced. Consequently, apart from these there can be no ‘ joint appre - 
hension Why then should the Reason be regarded as having its exclu¬ 
sion from the contrary of the Prdbandum doubtful ?—(2032) 

A second argument is now put forward in proof of the fact of the fonn 
belonging to Cognition :— 
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TEXT (2033). 

All this Cognition dobs not envisage other things ; there is 
Cognition of the Blue ;—^likb the Cognition op the 
Cognition itself.— (2033) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whatever is Cognition does not envisage anything other than the 
Cognition itself,—^the Cognition of the Blue and other forms is Cognition ;— 
hence there is apprehension of something embraced by its contrary ; inasmuch 
as the ‘ Cognition ’ is embraced within the character of not envisaging any 
other thing, wliich is contrary to the character of envisaging some other thing ,— 
(2033) 

The following Texts proceed to establish the Premiss just set forth :— 


TEXTS (2034-2035). 

Primarily, the (Ignition does not apprehend an object at all, 
AS it rests within its own self ; ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS 
absence of the imprint of the objective FORM ; NOR CAN IT 
BE SAID TO DO SO SECONDARILY (FIGURATIVELY). —ThIS 

Reasoning is addressed to those who regard 
Cognition as imprinted with the forms of 
things, itself BEING LIKE PURE RoCK- 
CRYSTAL.— (2034-2035) 

COMMENTARY. 

In regality, all things are inactive; hence there can be no apprehension of 
<^no thing by another ;—^what happens is only that Cognition, being of the 
natine of Light, appears in a certain form, and is said to be the ‘ apprehender * 
of itself. Primarily, —^in the direct primary sense,—the Cognition cannot 
bo the apprehender of the Object; because all things rest within their own 
self ; and the ‘ self ’ of one thing cannot be the ‘ self ’ of another. 

The following might be urged :—“ Primarily the Cognition of the Object 
is not held to be of the same kind as the self-cognition of the Cognition ; 
the apprehensibility of the Object consists only in its producing a Cognition 
bearing the imprint of that Object. Thus, if it is ‘ apprehensibility ’ in the 
primary sense that is adduced as the Reason (in the above Buddhistic argu¬ 
ments), then it is ‘ inadmissible ’. If on the other hand the ‘ apprehensibility ’ 
meant is based upon the similarity of the idea being regarded as ‘ appre¬ 
hension * in some sort of a way,—^then such a Reason cannot prove what is 
wanted. Because the similarity of the words ‘ go * and ‘ gavaya ’ cannot 
prove the presence of Homs in the Oavaya. — ^If both kinds of Reason put 
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forward are witlx reference to the and other forms that figure in 

the Cognition,—and in favour of the idea of the form belonging to the 
Cognition,—then, the whole argument is superfluous—proving what is already 
admitted. This has been thus described—‘ Under the view of the form 
belonging to Cognitions, what is cognised is the imprint of that form ; and if 
what is meant to be proved is the non-difference of this with the Cognition, 
then the Reason would be open to the charge of proving what is already 
admitted 

It is in anticipation of—and in answer to—^all this objection emanating 
from Bhadanta-Shubhagupta, that the Author has added the words—‘ There 
id absence of the imprinU etc. etc." —^In the compound ‘ arthdkdropardga ’, 
‘ arthdkdra ’ qualifies ‘ upardya \ the meaning being—‘ the imprint of (in 
the shape of) the form of the object 

‘ Idam ’—both the aforesaid arguments in question have been put 
forward against the person who regards Cognition as formless. Hence they 
are not ‘ futile ’—proving what is already admitted. 

Nor can there be an apprehension of something else (other tlian the 
Cognition) in the secondary (figurative) sense either ; as there is no basis for 
such figurativ'e expression.—(2034-2035) 


It has thus been proved that there can be no apprehension of Objects by 
a Cognition that does not bear any imprint (objective). The other view— 
that there can be none even by the Cognition that does bear such an imprint, 
—is now taken up and expounded :— 


TEXT (2036). 

[Says the other party]—The Cognition endowed with similarity 
OF form may be the apprehbndbr of the External Object — 
That also being impossible, it cannot have the position 
OF THE Apprehender.— (2036) 


COMMENTARY. 

There can be no real form in the Cognition, on the basis of which the 
exact nature of things could be determined ; and a Cognition with an unreal 
form could not apprehend the Object; as such form is present in wrong 
Cognition also.—(2036) 


Question :—“ Why should Cognitions with forms be unreal ? ” 
Anstuer :— 
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TEXTS (2037-2038). 

As THE form would be not-diffbrbnt from the Cognition, there 
COULD not be a multiplicity (variety) of forms ;—consequently, 
on the basis of that there can be no apprehension.— 

Or, the Cognition, being not-differbnt from the 
forms, should be many (multiple). If not, then 
how can these two be regarded as one 
AND THE SAME ?— (2037-2038) 

COMMENTARY. 


Wlien one sees a bedspread of variegated colour, there should not be 
a multiplicity of forms (colours),—^because, like the form of the Cognition 
itself, they are all not-different from the Cognition, which is one only.— 
Similarly, as the Cognition is not-different from the forms, it should be more 
than one. 

There are some people who argue thus :—“ In the case of the Bedspread 
of variegated colours, what happens is that there do appear simultaneously 
several homogeneous Cognitions, as many in number as there are forms 
(colours); as there is in the case of the Cognition of several diverse sounds. 
Hence the Reductio ad Absurdum that has been urged is futile ”. 

For these people, just as, in the case of the Bedspread of variegated 
Coloiu*, there are several forms tliat are cognised,—so in the case of the white 
sheet also which has only one form (colour),—as there are several forms in 
the shape of the nearer, remoter and middle parts of the sheet,—^the Cogni - 
tion would have to be multiple. 

It might be said—“ Yes ; that is certainly our view 

Well, then, it behoves you to explain which is the Cognition that is 

one. 

“ It is the Cognition that apprehends the Atom which has no parts.” 

This is contrary to all experience. In no Cognition is the impartite 
atomic form ever found to appear. 

In the case of incorporeal things, there can be no priority or posteriority 
due to space,—for the justification of which there would be some groimd for 
assuming a multiplicity of Cognitions. The idea of extension in space being 
false, how can the forms be real ? And yet there is no Cognition of the 
Cognition of Blue, etc. apart from the appearance of the Blue, etc. tliat have 
extension in space. Hence the assuming of a multiplicity of Cognitions is 
entirely futile.—(2037-2038) 


Another defect in the Opponent’s view is pointed out in the following- 
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TEXT (2039). 

Tp the Cognition were entirely like the Object,—then it would 
HAVE the character OP Ntm-Cognitiou (Ignorance), etil 
If there is only partial likeness, then every 
Cognition should apprehend every 
Object.— (2039) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Character of Non-cognition ’—^i.e. being of the nature of the unconscious. 
‘ Etcetera *—^is meant to include negation of attachment^ negation of hatred 
and so forth.—(2039) 

The following Text proceeds to deal with the third alternative view 
(suggested in Text 1999)—that “ Cognition envisages something else ” :— 


TEXT (2040). 

How can the Cognition envisaging (having the form of) one Object 
apprehend another Object ? If it did so, everything 
would be apprehended by every Cognition ; 

AND THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS FOR 
RESTRICTION.— (2040) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that—“ when a Cognition is produced by a certain 
Object, it apprehends only that Object, and thus every Object could not be 
apprehended by every Cognition ”. 

The answer to tliis is—‘ There would he no basis for restriction * ; that is, 
even the Eye, etc. would become ‘ apprehended ’.—(2040) 

The following Text presents Bhadanta-Shuhhagupta's answer to the 
above— 


TEXT (2041). 

Just as your Cognition, which is formless in reality, apprehends 
FORMS which are NON-OBJECTIVE,—^IN THE SAME WAY WOULD 
IT APPREHEND ALL THINGS.”— (2041) 

COMMENTARY. 

Bhadanta Shvhhagupta has argued as follows:—“ According to you. 
Idealists, Cognition is really formless,—as is clear from such assertions as 
‘ Cognition is held to be non-elemental, like the purity of Gold and A kasha ’; 
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—and yet it apprehends forms ; in the same manner it would apprehend the 
external thing also —(2041) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2042-2044). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE FORM OF THE MtND AND MeNTAL EfFBCTS IS 
not-cammm (specific) ; hence there can be no apprehension 
OF other forms in the BEAL (PRIMARY) SENSE OF THE TERM ; 
THEREFORE THE NAME ‘ APPREHENSION ’ COULD BE APPLICABLE TO 
THE APPREHENSION OF OBJECTS ONLY IN THE SECONDARY (FIGURA¬ 
TIVE) SENSE, ON THE BASIS OF SUCH CONDITIONS AS ‘ BEING DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON THE SAME CAUSAL CIRCUMSTANCES ’, ‘ THE RELATION 

OF Cause and Effect ’ and so forth. An entity however 
WHICH has no form, CANNOT BE ‘ DEPENDENT UPON THE SAME 
FORM NOR COULD THE OTHER CONDITION BE FULFILLED. HeNCE 
OF SUCH AN ENTITY, THERE CAN BE NO ‘ APPREHENSION EVEN IN 
THE FIGURATIVE SENSE.”— (2042-2044) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, of what is non-ohjectivey there can be no ‘ Appre¬ 
hension ’ in the primary sense of this term. Because of the Mind and Mental 
Effects,—the only form or nature that figures in ‘ Happiness, etc,* and which 
is spoken of as ‘ I is specific—^not-coramon—^and is of the nature of Light ; 
and it is this figuring that constitutes their ‘ apprehension ’ in the primary 
sense. Hence of ‘ non-objective ’ things other than Cognition,—^which 
are not of the nature of Cognitiony —^there can be no such ‘ apprehension ’ 
in the primary sense ; simply because they are ru>n-ohjective, —-Nor can 
the same be there in the secondary sense ; because there is no basis for 
such secondary signification. Because the only possible grounds for secondary 
signification are— dependence upon the same causal circumstancesy the relation 
of Cause and Effect and similarity of form, —^this last being indicated by the 
term ‘ and so forth ’ in the text. And none of these is possible in the case 
of what is non-objective. There can be no other groimd for the figurative use 
of the name ‘ Apprehension *.—What happens therefore, in such cases, is only 
that through Nescience (Illusion) a Wrong Cognition comes about indicating 
a non-objective form, which really does not form the objective (of the Cog¬ 
nition at all).—(2042-2044) 

The opponent says—“ That same false cognition would be the basis of 
the figurative use of the name to the Apprehension of the unreal form ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2045-2046). 

Or, it may re that the Cognition is spoken of as ‘ apprehending 

THE non-ohjective form — through mistake, because in 
reality it does not apprehend it at all, for the 

SIMPLE REASON THAT IT HAS NO OBJECT. If YOU 
ALSO SPEAK THROUGH ILLUSION OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION APPREHENDING SUCH A THING,—THEN 
IT BECOMES CLEARLY NON-OBJECTIVE. 

—(2045-2046) 

COMMENTAKY. 

‘ Tat ’—i.e. the Cognition that i.s spoken of as en\^isaging the 7ion-objecUve 
form. 

In reality, tliere is no non-objective form at all wliich could be appre¬ 
hended ; because if it wore admitted to be apprehensible in the positive 
form, then it would have to be regarded as objective. —(2045-2046) 

The same writer (Bhadanta-Shubhayupta) says again :—“ With reference 
to the Buddha’s Cognition also, the same questions arise—^Ts it with form 
or formless ? Is it produced at the same time or at different times ? That 
is to say, just as the point is discussed that the Cognition 'wUh form cannot 
apprehend the Object,—wliy is not a similar point raised in regard to the 
apprehension of the Object of the Blessed Lord’s Cognition ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2047). 

Whether with form or formless, it does not apprehend anything 

ELSE ; hence in REGARD TO THE BuDDHA’S CoONITION, THE 
QUESTIONS DO NOT ARISE.— (2047) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition of the Blessed Lord is not regarded as the apprehender of 
the Object; hence the question is not raised in regard to that. As a matter 
of fact, in His case, all obscuration having disappeare^d,—that there should 
be no question regarding the Apprehender and Apprehended, is exactly what 
is right.—(2047) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Even though the External Object does not exist, 
which could be apprehended,—yet another Cognition is there, in another 
‘ Chain ’ ; why cannot this be apprehended by the Cognition of the Blessed 
Lord ? ” 

The answer to tliis is as follows ;— 



* EXTERNAL WORLD/ 


973 


TEXT (2048). 

If He had the cognition op the Love and Hate, etc. in other 

1PERS0NS,—THIS COULD ARISE ONLY FROM SIMILARITY TO SUCH 

Love, etc. ; and this would imply the presence of 

‘ OBSCURATION —UNDER THE VIEW OF THE 

‘ Apprehensionist ’.— (2048) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tliere is apprehension of the Love, etc. occurring in other ‘ Chains — 
that could be due only to similarity, not otherwise ; as if it wore otherwise, 
there would be incongniities.—As regards this Similarity (between the Lord’s 
Cognition and the Love, etc. in another person), if it is similarity on all 
points, then the Lord’s Cognition should be tainted with the same Love, etc.;— 
and in that case, the Afflictions and Obscurations would not have ceased in 
Him ; and there could be possibility of Obscuration. 

‘ Aupalamhhika-darahane ’—under the view—opinion—of those who 
proceed on the basis of Cognitions alone,—i.e. the Apprehensionists, the 
Idealists.—Or it may be interpreted as ‘ imder the Apprehensionist or 
Idealistic, view of the Lord ’. 

If, on the other hand, the said similarity is only partial, —even so, as the 
two forms would not have ceased, the obscuration of the apprehended object 
would be there ; as it would be tainted with the form of what is apprehended. 
Because a duality of form in any single object cannot be real ; so that the 
said Cognition would have to be regarded as wrong, mistaken ; and thus, as 
the seed of wrong-cognition, in the shape of Defect, would not have entirely 
ceased, the Blessed Lord would come to be one whose obscuration has not 
ceased entirely, —(2048) 

Question : —“ If the Blessed Lord does not apprehend anything, how 
can He be omniscient ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2049-2050). 

The Great Sage is like the Kalpa4ree, unshaken by the winds 
OF Desires ; and yet He brings about the welfare of men. 
Even though He has no cognitions, all men regard the 
Blessed Jina (Buddha) to be omniscient; because by 

REASON OF THE ABSENCE OF LIMITATIONS, He KNOWS 
ALL THINGS, WITHOUT EXCEPTION,—^AS IS CLEAR 
FROM WHAT He DOES (FOR THE WELFARE OF 

People).— (2049-2050) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Adarshanam ’—He who has no cognition. 

By the force of his previous Meditations , the Lord has no limitations; 
He is like the Kalpa-tree, bringing about the welfare of the entire Universe ; 
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that is why people regard Him as ‘ Omniscient,’ —not because He has cogni¬ 
tions ; in fact, no other character can be attributed to Him.—(2049-2050) 


Having thus stated the arguments negativing the External World, the 
Author next refutes the argument adduced by the other party in support of 
the External World. 


TEXT (2051). 

If the Cognition is not of the ‘ White ’ and other forms,—then, 

HOW CAN IT BE THE APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT ? If IT IS 
OF THE FORM OF ‘ WHITE ETC., THEN WHAT IS THE 
EVrOENCE FOR THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ?— (2051) 

COMMENTARY. 

The external object could be proved either by Perception or by Inference ; 
any other Means of Knowledge, if any, is included under these two. 

It cannot be proved by Perception. Because, is the Perceptional 
Cognition, which apprehends the Object, with form ? Or wUhovi form ? It 
cannot he formless ; as in that case there would be no basis for the necessary 
contacts (without which there can bt^ no Perception).—^Thus then, if the 
Cognition were not of the White and other forms,—how could it he the apprehension 
of the Object ? It can never be so, as already explained before.—If, on the 
other hand, the Cognition apprehending the Object is with form, then, the 
only form of the Blue, etc. that would be perceived would be that in the 
Cognition itself, and the External Object would be only indirectly cognised 
(by Inference), not perceimd. Because tUH) ‘ Blues ’ are never perceived- - 
one in the form of the reflection in the Cognition, and the other in the form 
of the external object which casts the reflection. 

Thus the External Object cannot be proved by Perception.—(2051) 


It might be said—“ In that case, it could be proved by Inference 
And in support of this idea, Blmdanta-Shubhagupta has formulated the 
argument as follows :—“ The form in which the Cognition appears,—^if it is in 
conformity with the real state of things,—must be produced by some other 
Object of that same form,—^like the apprehending form ;—and the ‘ form of 
Cognition ’ in question envisaging the Blue and other forms, appearing in 
the man with underanged sense-organs, is compatible with the real state o^ 
things ; hence this is a Reason in accordance with the real state of the thing 
concerned.” 

This is the argument presented in the following— 
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TEXT (2052). 

“ The fact of the appearance of the Blue and other forms being 

PRODUCED BY SOMETHING OF THE SAME KIND IS SOUGHT TO BE 
PROVED BY ITS BEING THE FORM OF THE COGNITION 
WHICH IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE REALITY,— 

LIKE THE Consciousness.”— (2052) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Samvaditvena ;—^The Instrumental ending indicates the characteristic 
feature of the Cognition ; the sense being—that form of the cognition which is 
in conformity with reality,—^by that is proved the fact of the form of the 
Cognition being produced by some other thing of the same kind ;—like 
Consciousness ; i.e. like the form of the Apprehender. —(2062) 

The following texts point out the defects in this argument:— 

TEXTS (2053-2054). 

{a) If by * being in conformity with reality ’ it is meant, either 

THAT IT PRESENTS THE EXTERNAL OBJECT, OR THAT IT HAS THE 

capacity for presenting IT,—^THBN THIS CANNOT BE ‘ ADMIS- 
SIBLE ’ BY THE MAN WHO DENIES THE EXTERNAL OBJECT.— 

(b) If, on THE OTHER HAND, ‘ BEING IN CONFORMITY 
WITH REALITY ’ CONSISTS IN BEING THE CAUSE OF 

A Cognition envisaging effective action, 

—THEN, THIS IS POSSIBLE ALSO WHEN 

THE Cognition is without an ex¬ 
ternal OBJECTIVE basis.— 

(2053-2054) 

COMMENTARY. 

(а) If ‘ being in conformity with reality ’ as the qualification of your* 
Probans, means, either that it represents the external object, or that it has 
the capacity of representing it,—then, for the person who denies the external 
object —^i.e. for one who holds that Idea or Cognition is all tha’t exists,—such 
conformity can never be ‘ admissible ’ ; hence the Probans is one tainted 
with ‘ inadmissibility ’ by one of the two parties. 

(б) If ‘ conformity ’ means that it brings about a Cognition which 
envisages the desired effective action,—^then,—so long as a proof setting 
aside the contrary conclusion has not been adduced, there would always be 
a suspicion of the Probans being present where the Probandum is absent; 
and this would make the Probans ‘ Inconclusive *. Because such confor¬ 
mity would not be incompatible with the view that Cognition has no 
objective basis.—(2063-2054) 
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The following Teocta show how there is no such incompatibility (with 
the Idealistic position):— 


TEXTS (2055-2066). 

Just as in the case of the External Things, water and the rest, 

THE presence OF ACTUAL CAPACITY IS REGARDED AS THE REGULATING 
FACTOR IN ‘Conformity’,—this same ‘ Conformity’ of Cogni¬ 
tion ’ IS found in the case of other Cognitions (In¬ 
ferential, etc.) also. So that, in view of what 
APPEARS IN Inference, the Reason adduced 
BY the Opponent is ‘ too wide ’ (hence 
‘ Inconclusive ’).—Certainly the form 
OF Fire and other things (in¬ 
ferred) which is quite clear 

AND DISTINCT, IS NOT LIKE 

that of the Inference 
ITSELF.— (2055-2056) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, though the Inferential Cognition is devoid of the objective 
substratum, yet it is in conformity with reality ; so that the Reason adduced 
is clearly found where the Frobandum is absent, and hence, like ‘ cognis- 
ability it is clearly ‘ too wide hence ‘ Inconclusive 

It might be argued that—“ we do not admit that Inferential Cognition 
is devoid of objective substratum ”. 

The answer to that is—‘ Certainly, the form, etc. etc. ’—^This argument 
may be thus formulated ;—^\Vhen a cognition is devoid of the form of some¬ 
thing, it cannot be regarded as having that for its objective basis,—e.g. the 
Cognition of Colour does not have Sound for its objective ; —^Inferential 
Cognition is devoid of the external form ;—hence there is apprehension of 
something that is contrary to a wider factor.—^The Reason adduced here 
•cannot be regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ’ ; because the form of the Fire is 
quite clear and distinct; and as such, it is not like the form of the Inferential 
Cognition (of that Fire); because the Inferential Cognition is always some¬ 
what hazy and indefinite.—If it were not so, then the Fire which, in Percep¬ 
tion, is cognised in a well-defined form, as due to the burning of grasses and 
leaves, would appear in the same definite form in Inference also ; as a matter 
of fact, what does appear in Inference has abandoned its well-defined form 
and appears only in a vague general form in accordance with the Indicative 
on which the Inference is based. Hence so far as the External Object is 
concerned, it does not appear in Inference at all. Nor can one and the same 
thing have two forms—the General and the Particular ,—^which are mutually 
contradictory, as already explained before.—Nor can the Reason be regarded 
as ‘ Contradictory ’ ; because it is present where the Frobandum is present.— 
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Nor is it ‘ Inconclusive ’; for, if it were, then there would be incongruities.— 
(2066-2066) 

With the following Text, the Author sets forth the arguments pro¬ 
pounded by Uddyotukara [Nydyavdrtika on Su. 4. 2. 34] : — 

TEXT (2057). 

“ That which appears in various places must be regarded as 

DIFFERENT FROM APPREHENSION WHICH IS INTERNAL (SUBJECTIVE) 

—BECAUSE IT IS COGNISABLE, ETC.,—LIKE THE COGNITION 
OCCURRING IN ANOTHER Chain ”,—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE NEXT Text]. — (2057) 

COMMENTARY. 

He has argued thus :—“ The Blue etc. which appear in various places 
must be regarded as different from Apprehension, which is internal,—because 
they are cognisable, because they are evanescent, because they are products, 
and because they have causes;—just like the Cognition appearing in 
another Chain ”. 

TEXT (2058). 

In this ARGUMENT ALSO THERE IS ' FALSITY ’ (InCONCLUSIVENESS) ; 
AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE, IN THESE RESPECTS, BETWEEN THE 

Colour and the Cognition ; and there is ‘ Inconclusive¬ 
ness ’ also, in view of the ‘ Two Moons ’ and other 
THINGS perceived BY MEN WITH DISEASED EYES. 

—(2058) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ In this argument ’—i.e. in all the Reasons adduced. 

‘ Falsity ’—Tnconclusiveness.—Because the ‘ inner cognition ’ also has 
the character of ‘ cognisability ’ and the rest; just as there is ‘ inconclusive¬ 
ness ’ also in view of the ‘ two moons ’ that apj>ear in the Cognition of the 
man with the diseased eye. 

In things like the ‘ two moons cognisability should be understood to 
be present in the sense that they appear in that form in the Conceptual 
Cognition ; because they are not really cognisable in the sense of forming 
the object of the cognition itself; because they are not in contact with the 
Sense-organ ; as declared in the saying—‘ On account of the obstruction of 
the Hair, etc. the visual perception does not proceed from the Sense-organ — 
( 2068 ) 

In the following Texts, the Author notices and answers Kumdrita's 
view, that what has been just cited as the basis of ‘ Tnconclusiveness ’ 
(Falsity) of the Reason cannot be ‘ admitted ’;— 



978 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIII. 


TEXTS (2059-2063). 

If it is alleged that—“in the cases cited, it is rbaixy the 
External Object that is cognised —[then the answer is 
AS follows] :—^The form that actcaixy figitres in the Cogni¬ 
tion cannot be of the nature of the real object ; as it only 
figures in the Cognition and hence becomes cognised ; the 
actual form of the external object itself does not figure 

THERE AT ALL. HoW IS IT POSSIBLE THAT IT SHOULD NOT FIGURE 
THERE AND YET BE COGNISED ? It IS CERTAINLY A CONTRADICTION 
IN TERMS TO SAY THAT ‘ ONE COGNISES IT ’ AND ‘ ONE DOES NOT 
COGNISE IT —It IS FOR THESE REASONS THAT IT IS NOT DIFFICULT 
TO PROVE THAT COGNITIONS ARE Self-COgnised ; BECAUSE SUCH IS 
FOUND TO BE THE COGNITION IN EVERYTHING WHICH IS OF THE 
NATURE OF ‘ LiGHT —FrOM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT IT IS NOT 
TRUE THAT “ THE WRONG COGNITION, WHILE APPREHENDING THE 
OBJECT, APPREHENDS IT AS OTHERWISE THAN IT REALLY EXISTS, 
AND THUS ENVISAGES ITSELF (?) — (2059-2063) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kunvarila argues as follows “ In the cases cited of wrong cognitions 
(like that of Two Moona^ Yellow conch-shell and so forth), what is put forward 
as the basis of wrong cognition is an external object itself in the form of the 
Conch-shell, etc. only it is in the ydloiv form that it supplies the basis for 
the Cognition. Hence there is no ‘ falsity ’ (or ‘ Inconclusiveness ’) at all 
The answer to this is—‘ The form that actually figures, etc. etc. —What is 
meant is briefly as follows:—The only right view is that that same form 
can be apprehended by a certain Cognition which actually flgures in that 
Cognition ; otherwise every Cognition would apprehend everything. Thus 
then, * being apprehended ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘ appearing or 
figuring ’. In the Cognition of the Yellow form, the white form does not 
figure at all ; because what is meant to be perceptible is not actually perceived; 
so that the wider character of ‘ appearing or figuring ’ being absent, there 
must be absence of the less wide character of ‘ apprehensibility ’.—^The 
argument may be formulated as follows;—When a certain form does not 
figure in a Cognition, it cannot be regarded as cognisable (by that Cognition), 
—e.g. Colour in the Cognition of Sound ; —the white colour of the Conch- 
shell does not figure in the cognition of the yellow form ;—and thus there is 
no apprehension of the wider character. 

‘ One cognises it, etc. etc. ’—^This shows that there is self-contradiction. 

‘ It is for this reason, etc. etc, ’—By this passage the Author tries to 
establish, by the way, his view that Cognition is self-cognised. And this 
also serves to set aside what has been asserted by the followers of Jaimini 
{Shctbara-bhd^a) to the effect and that—“ Our Cognition is imperceptible 
and formless 
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‘ From all this, etc, etcJ *—^The sentence is to be construed as—* Kalpayantl 
satl arthamiva anyatha sarUam kalpayati iti na \—' it is not true that, etc. 
etc.*—^This denies what has been asserted by Kumdrila ,— (2059-2063) 

The following teais set forth a series of arguments put forward by 
Kumdr ila : — 

TEXTS (2064-2068). 

“ (a) That which is the apprehender of Colour must be different 
FROM WHAT IS apprehended^ —because the Cognition of the one 
does not appear on the Cognition of the other ;—as in the 
CASE of the apprehender OF Taste, ETC.— (b) What IS apprehended 
must be different from the Apprehender ; because one who 
thinks of the one does not necessarily think of the other ; 
—AS IN the case of THE APPREHENDER OF TaSTE, ETC.,— {c) FOR 
THE SAME REASON THE TWO MUST, THUS, BE CONCLUDED TO BE 
DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER, LIKE TaSTE, ETC.,— (d) ThE TWO 
MUST BE DIFFERENT, BECAUSE THEY ARE NEVER COGNISED AS BEING 
OF THE SAME FORM,—LIKE THE COGNITION OCCURRING IN ANOTHER 

‘ Chain ’.—(c) The Cognition cannot apprehend any portion 

OF ITSELF ; BECAUSE IT PROCEEDS FROM THE COGNITION ;—LIKE 

ITS OWN Potency.—(/) There should be denial also of ‘ apprb. 

HENSIBILITY ’ (OF THE COGNITION BY ITSELF) ;—BECAUSE THE 

Impression is devoid of the duplicate character.— (g) Chaitra’s 
Cognition cannot bring about the apprehension of the appre¬ 
hensible PART OF THE COGNITION ARISING OUT OF HIS COGNITION ;— 
BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION ;—^JUST AS THE COGNITION APPEARING 
IN ANOTHER PERSON. ’ ’— [Shlokavdrtika — 81i unyavdda, 172-177 ]— 

(2064-2068) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (a) The Cognition that apprehends Colour must be different in form 
from what is apprehended ;—because when there is Cognition of the Colour, 
there is no Cognition of the Cognition ; just as the Apprehender of 
Taste.—Or (b) what is apprehended,—^i.e. Colour, etc.,—must be different 
from its Apprehender; because when a man thinks of the one, he does not 
think of the other ;—just as in the case of the apprehender of taste, etc.— 
Or (c) the two—the Coloxir and its Apprehender—must be different from one 
another, because there is no thought of the one while the other is thought of, 
—just like Taste and Colour, etc.—Or (d) the two must be regarded as different, 
because they are never recognised as being of the same form,—like the Cogni¬ 
tion appearing in another ‘ Chain ’.—Or (e) the Cognition cannot apprehend a 
portion of itself,—because it is produced from the Cognition itself; like its 
own Potency ;—this ‘ Potency ’ is w^hat is known as ‘ Impression —(/) 
Similarly, there should be denial of the ‘ apprehensibility * of Cognition, 
which is done in this form :—^The portion of Cognition cannot be apprehended 
by the Cognition itself, because it has come out of the Cognition 
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Question :—In between these two arguments where is the Corroborative 
Instance endowed with the character of the Probandum ? 

Answer :—“ Because the Impression is devoid of the duplicate character ; — 
i.e. the character of the Apprehended and the character of the Apprehender, 

(^) Or, there is another argument—^l^his Cognition in question cannot 
bring about the apprehension of the portion of Cognition produced in one’s 
Cognition,—because it is Cognition,—^just as the Cognition appearing in other 
persons —Maitra and the r(5St,—does not apprehend the portion arising out 
of Chaitra's Cognition.—(2064-2068) 

The refutation of the above is set forth in the following ;— 


TEXT (2069). 

Because the two are never cognised separately, as explained 

BEFORE,—THEREFORE ALL THE REASONS ADDUCED (BY Kumdrila)^ 
DOWN TO THE ‘ NON-COGNITION OF SAMENESS SHOULD 
BE REJECTED AS ‘ INADMISSIBLE — (2069) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because the two are never cognised separately ’ ;—i.e. because the Blue 
and its Cognition are always found together; because for the man who has 
no apprehension of Cognition, there can be no perception of the Object;— 
all this has been explained before in coiirso of the proof of Cognition being 
self-cognised ;—^where the non-difference between the Blue and its Cognition 
has been established ;—because of this, all the Reasons adduced above (by 
Kumdriki) down to the ‘ non-cognition of sameness ’ cannot be ‘ admissible *. 
—(2069) 

In the following TexU the Opponent urges that the Reasons are w^ell- 
known and * admis.sible ’ ;— 


TEXT (2070). 

“ The Cognition of the form of the Apprehended (object) is spoken 

OF AS ‘ CONNECTED WITH EXTERNAL SPACE ’, AND AS APPEARING 
WITHOUT THE COGNITION OF THE xippreMudev 

(Cognition ). ’ ’—(2070) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ As a matter of fact, ‘ the External Object is directly perceived as 
having a shape and as connected with external space ’—^as asserted by 
Shabara, the author of the Bhd^a (on Mtoamsa-Sutra 1.1. 5),—^where it haa 
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been explained that there is Cognition of the Apprehended Object, even 
when there is no Cognition of the Apprehending Cognition. Hence the 
Reason ‘ Because it is not apprehended on the apprehension of the other * 
becomes established and hence ‘ admissible *.*’—(2070) 


Question :—How are the second and subsequent Reasons (urged under 
Texts 2066 eU seq.) proved and admissible ? 

Ansu)er :— 


TEXTS (2071-2073). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, PEOPLE HAVE SUCH NOTIONS AS ‘ I DO NOT RE¬ 
MEMBER IF ANY OBJECT WAS APPREHENDED BY MB AT THE TIME 
WHICH SHOWS THAT THEY REMEMBER THE APPEARANCE OF THE 

Apprehending Cognition, without any idea of the Apprehended 
Object. If the two were non-different, there would be 

REMEMBRANCE OF THE APPREHENDED OBJECT ALSO, WHEN THERE IS 

Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition ;—as a matter 
OF FACT however, THERE IS IDEA OF THE APPREHENDING COGNITION 

ONLY. Thus the difference between the two becomes proved 
by positive and NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE.—^ThUS ALL THESE 
Reasons become established as residing in the Minor Term.” 
— [Shlokavdrtilca-Shnnyavdda, 83-85],—(2071-2073) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition is found to appear 
even without the remembrance of the Apprehended Object;—^if there were 
absolute non-difference between the two, then there would be remembrance of 
the Apprehended Object also,—^just as there is, of the Apprehending Cognition ; 
—Whence as they do not share the same fate, the Apprehended Object and the 
Apprehending Cognition must be different from one another. 

It might be iu*ged that—‘ there is remembrance of the Apprehended 
Object also ’.—^The answer to that is—‘ As a maUer of fact, however, etc, etc.\ 

‘ Taira *—At the time that there is Remembrance of the Apprehending 
Cognition.—‘ E§a eva \ —^i.e. the Apprehending Cognition alone,—not the 
Apprehended Object. The particle ‘ Iva * is misplaced. 

‘ By positive and negative concomitance ’—^as between the presence and 
absence of the Remembrances of the Apprehended Object and the Apprehend¬ 
ing Cognition ; as there is absence of the Remembrance of the Apprehended 
Object even when there is presence of the Remembrance of the Apprehending 
Cognition.—(2071-2073) 


The above arguments (of Kumdrila) are answered in the following :— 
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TEXT (2074). 

As A MATTER OF PACT, THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT 
FOR ONE WHO HAS NO APPREHENSION OF THE COGNITION ; HENCE 
THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OP THE APPREHENDED 

Object without the apprehension of the 
Cognition.— (2074) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text points out the ‘ Inconclusive * character of the Reason 
adduced (by Kumarilaj under Text 2070, above) that—‘ the Object is clearly 
perceived as connected with outside space * :— 


TEXT (2075). 

The yellow colour is also clearly perceived by people with diseased 

byes ; AND YET IT IS NOT APPREHENDED AS SOMETHING DIF¬ 
FERENTIATED FROM THE ELEMENT OP THE APPREHEND¬ 
ING Cognition. It should be the same in 
THE OTHER CASE ALSO.— (2075) 

COMMENTARY. 

There should be a stop at ‘ niskf^tam ’. 

‘ Also •;—^i.e. just as the real ‘ yellow ’ is clearly perceived as connected 
with outside space, so also is the ‘ yellow ’ clearly perceived by the man 
with the jaundiced eyes. 

Qmstion :—“ What if it is so perceived ? ” 

An^ti^er ;—‘ And yet it is, etc, etc,* —^There should be a stop after ‘ sam- 
vedyam na *; and ‘ ni^kfspam * has to be construed here ; and after * na 
‘ hhavati ’ is to be understood.—^Thus the meaning comes to be this :—^The 
yeUow that is perceived by the man with the diseased eyes does not become 
apprehended separately, differentiated from the apprehending factor ; and 
yet it is perceived as ‘ connected with outside space ’. Hence the Reason 
in question is ‘ Inconclusive *. 

‘ It should be the same, etc, etc,* —^i.e. also in the case of the real * yellow *. 
—^What is meant to be shown by this is that the two cases stand on the same 
footing only so far as ‘ being clearly perceived ’ is concerned.—(2076) 

The following Teoot supplies the answer to the argument urged (by 
KvmdrUa, under 2071, above) that-—“People have the notion ‘I do not 
remember, etc. etc.’ ” :— 
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TEXT (2076). 

The Remembrance that has been cited certainly appertains to 
THE Apprehended Object ;—only its special features are 
NOT clearly remembered. The Remembrance does not 
PERTAIN to anything AS DISTINCT FROM EVERYTHING ELSE ; 
BECAUSE REPEATED EXPERIENCE AND OTHER CONDI¬ 
TIONS CANNOT BE THERE.— (2076) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant to be asserted here is the fact that it cannot be ‘ admitted * 
that “ there is no Remembrance of the Apprehended Object when there is 
Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition 

The following might be urged :—“ If the Remembrance pertains to the 
Apprehended Object, then why should its special features not be remembered, 
—^when as a matter of fact, one would naturally remember the object as 
differentiated from all other like and unlike things, exactly as it has been 
apprehended. Otherwise if it did not apprehend its ‘ difference * from 
other things, how could it appertain to it ? There would certainly be 
incongruities ”. 

The answer to this is—‘ The Remembrance does not pertain, etc. etc .*— 
What is meant is as follows :—Conception has not the capacity to apprehend 
things exactly as they exist,—^because it does not envisage a real entity; 
what happens is that, when there has been apprehension of a certain thing, 
—^the subsequent Remembrance that appears appertains to only that aspect 
of the thing with reference to which there happen to be such predisposing 
causes as the man’s being in need of the thing concerned and so forth; so 
that the Remembrance itself is always devoid of the object-element. What 
happens in reality is that it really manifests itself alone, and by imposing 
the objective character upon what is purely subjective, all Remembrance be¬ 
comes wrong (false); and when a certain Remembrance is relegated to a 
certain Object, it is only because of the conception, not because there is any 
real connection between the two. It is not true that the conception of the 
Apprehended Object is present in Remembrance; and it appears in a form 
in which the special features of the Object are not conceived, because the 
varying grades of contact and repeated experience that would be necessary 
for such conception of the special features are absent. It is on this account 
(of the vague conception of the Object) that one Remembrance is distinguished 
from another.—(2076) 


Question :—“ How do you know that there is idea of the Apprehended 
Object involved in the Remembrance ? ” 

Anstver :— 
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TEXTS (2077-2078). 

If it were not so, then there could be no Remembrance in the 

FORM ‘ some OBJECT HAD BEEN APPREHENDED ' ; FOR REMEMBRANCE 

IS NEVER COGNISED AS A PIECE OF PURE RoCK-ORYSTAL.—^ThE 
TWO LAST Reasons (cited by Kumdrila) also are clearly 
‘ Inconclusive in view of such Cognitions as 
that of the 'Yellow Conch-shell’.— This is 

THE WAY to deal WITH THE OTHER REASONS 
ALSO.— (2077-2078) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Remembrance did not envisage the Object even in the vague 
undifferentiated form, then it could not appear even in the vague general 
form that ‘ Some object had been apprehended Nor is even a Cognition 
remembered in the form of the pure Rock-crystal, without the imprint of the 
form of the Object apprehended (and remembered);—^by virtue of which it 
could be asserted that “ They remember the appearance of the Apprehending 
Cognition devoid of the form of the Apprehended Object ” as lias been 
asserted by [Kumdrila, under Teoct 2071, above]. 

Thus it cannot be admitted that “ there is no Remembrance of the 
Object when the Cognition is remembered 

As regards the last two Reasons put forward (by Kumdrila in Texts 2067 
and in 2068)—“ Because it proceeds from Cognition ” (2067) and “ Because 
it is Cognition ” (2068),—these are ‘ Falsified * (Inconclusive) by such instances 
as the following:—^The Cognition of the Yellow Conch-shell, though ‘ proceeding 
from Cognition ’, does apprehend its own subjective factor in the shape of 
yeUow ;—and also while being ‘ Cognition it brings about the Cognition of 
the yellow which is part of the Cognition; and so could other Cognitions 
also do. Hence the two Reasons are ‘ Inconclusive ’.—As regards the Cogni¬ 
tion of the ‘ Yellow Conch-shell it has been already proved that it is devoid 
of objective basis ; hence what the Cognition of the ‘ Yellow Conch-shell * 
apprehends is only that form of Yellow which exists in the Cognition alone 
(as a subjective factor); and to that extent it proves the fact of Cognition 
being self-cognised. 

' ‘ This is the way, etc, etc.^ —‘ With the other Reasons \—that is, other 
Reasons that the other party has adduced in proof of the existence of the 
External Thing. 

It has been asked by the other party—“ What sort of one-new (of the 
two) is sought to be proved ? Is it meant to be on the ground that there 
is no such thing as appears in the form of Bhije, etc., nor any form of Cognition, 
such as is met with in experience ? How can any such idea be entertained ? 
As if it were so, this would mean a negation of all things ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :—^There would not be negation of all 
things. Because all that is non-existent by its very nature is the appre¬ 
hensible thing, like Earth, etc., apart from the Cognition itself. As for 
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‘another Chain’, that does not exist as something apprehensible, and hence 
it is devoid of the apprehensible form. And as for the fact of the Cognition 
being the Active Agent in relation to it,—on the basis of the idea that the 
Cognition also cognises, —^that active agency also is not there ; and hence that 
too is devoid of the ‘ apprehensible form ’;—^not so the ‘ active agency ’ in 
relation to the Specific Individuality of the Cognition itself; as everything 
cannot be brought about by everything.—^This has l>een thus described— 
‘ When the Blue, Yellow and the like appear in Cognition as something 
external, —^there does not, in reality, exist anything cognisable, outside ; 
hence the idea of the Cognition being the active agent in relation to that is 
not true ; hence what appears as Cognition is the only one reality, without 
a second *.—^Under this understanding, the following text of the Prajfld- 
pdramitd also becomes comprehensible :—‘ Cognition is devoid of the nature 
of Cognition, in the sense that it is devoid of any definite characteristics — 
(2077-2078) 

Having set forth the original formal argument above (in the Commentary 
introducing Text 1965 on p. 550, Line 13) in the words—‘ Every Cognition is 
devoid of both, apprehended and apprehender, because it is Cognition,—like 
the Cognition of the Reflection * ;—and having so far established the invariable 
concomitance between the Probans and the Probandum in this reasoning, the 
Author sums up the whole position in the following :— 


TEXT (2079). 

For these reasons, the Cognition under dispute must be without 
a second ,— being devoid of Objective and the Active Agent, — 

BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION,—^LIKB THE 

Reflection.— (2079) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the epithet ‘ under dispxite * is that the subject of the 
Reasoning is the Cognition of persons with healthy eyes, etc.,—not all Cogni¬ 
tions ;—^while what is put forward as the Probans—‘ because it is Cognition *, 
—is Cognition in general ; thus it is that the Probans is not part of the Proposi¬ 
tion. ‘ Being devoid of Objective and Active Agent ’ qualifies ‘ without a second *; 
that is, what is meant by its being ‘ without a second ’ is that it is ‘ without 
Objective and Active Agent ’; and not that no ‘ second * exists at all. 

‘ Like the Reflection ’—^The Object being spoken of as the Cognition, the 
term ‘ Reflection ’ stands for the Cognition of the Reflection, —Or the ‘ Vati ’ 
affix, in ‘ pratibimhavat ’ may be taken as coming after the Locative ending ; 
then, as the Receptacle (denoted by the Locative), the Cognition itself 
becomes indicated. 

The Probans cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible *; because what is 
put forward is that character of the Cognition which consists in the ‘ exclusion 
of other things ’,—and not the very nature of ‘ Cognition ’. 
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Nor is the Probans ‘ Contradictory ’; because it is present wherever the 
Probandum is known to be present.—(2079) 

Another party urges the fact of the Corroborative Instance (‘ Reflection ’) 
being devoid of the Probandum :— 

TEXT (2080). 

“In the case of Reflection also, the Cognition is regarded as 

HAVING AN objective BASIS ; AS IT IS FOUND THAT ON THE 
VISUAL BAYS BEING TURNED BACK, ONE’S OWN FACE IS 
SEEN AS IT IS IN THE REFLECTION.’’— (2080) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The light-rays, issuing from the eyes and falling upon the surface of 
the Mirror, become turned back and thus become connected with one’s own 
face, and then they bring about the cognition of the face. Thus it is the 
face itself that is seen as within the Mirror. So that it becomes established 
that the Cognition of the Reflection is not * devoid of the Apprehender and the 
Apprehended —(2080) 

The answer to the above is provided in the following:— 

TEXT (2081). 

It IS NOT his own face that one sees in the mirror,—BECAUSE IT IS 

SEEN IN FRONT OF ONE’s SELF, AND BECAUSE WHAT IS SEEN IS 
DIFFERENT IN SIZE, POSITION, BTC, (FROM ONE’S FACE),— 

LIKE ANY OTHER OBJECT.— (2081) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not his own face that one sees in the mirror, —^because the face seen 
there stands before one’s self;—^also because what is seen has a position, 
size, complexion and other details different from the face.—‘ Like any other 
object ’;—^i.e. like such things as sound and the like. 

What is meant is as follows :—^If the Cognition were the Apprehender 
of the face, then it should have apprehended it exactly as the face itself 
actually stands ; because it cannot be right for the Apprehender of one form to 
apprehend a thing of another form. If this were possible, then there would be 
incongruities. As a matter of fact, when a man facing the South looks at 
the mirror, what he perceives in the mirror is the face facing the North; 
similarly, if the mirror is a small one, the face that he sees in the reflection 
is smaller than his own face ; and it is also perceived as touching the mirror’s 
8urfa.ee and lying far beneath it. In reality however, the mirror’s surface is 
not of that size, nor is it really in contact with the real face.—Similarly 
when a man is standing on the bank of a lake of clear water, and looks at 



‘ EXTERNAL WORLD.* 


987 


the water-surface, he perceives the reflections of the trees standing on the 
brink of the water, with their tops pointing downwards; and yet they are 
not really in that condition.—^From all this we conclude that the Cognition of 
the Reflection does not apprehend the man’s own face,—^because what it 
envisages is something different from the face,—^like the Cognition of sound.— 
(2081) 

Bhadanta-Shubhagupta argues as follows:—“ For the proving of the 
Cognition being the only entity, the character of being Cognition has been 
adduced as the Reason; but it is not incompatible with the contrary; hence 
all that is said is nugatory ”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (2082-2084). 

‘ Being Cognition ’ is ‘ luminousness *; and that can have no 

PLACE IN THE ‘ APPREHENDED OBJECT *,—BECAUSE IT HAS NO 
CONNECTION WITH THE CHARACTERS OP ‘ NOT ENVISAG¬ 
ING A FORM ’ AND THE REST ;—^HENCE ITS 
INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE HAS BEEN 
DULY ASCERTAINED.— (2082) 

COMMENTARY. 

The requisite invariable concomitance has already been established 
under Text 1999 above—‘ Not envisaging a form, or envisaging a form or 
envisaging something else, the Cognition cannot apprehend any external 
thing Consequently, the Reason put forward here cannot be regarded as 
‘ Inconclusive ’. 

The Revered Teacher Dinndga, for the purpose of determining the 
‘ basic cause *, has declared as follows :—‘ When that which is cognisable only 
in the internal (subjective) form appears as if it were external, that object 
must be regarded as existing in the form of the Cognition, and also as forming 
its basic cause \ —^This serves to determine the objective element in that 
aspect of the Cognition which is apprehended. 

The same Teacher has said again—‘ Or, it may be that by transferring 
the potency, the apprehension of the Object, in due course, brings about, 
for the bringing about of an effect similar to itself, a potency in the Cognition ; 
so there is no incompatibility ’.—This establishes the fact that the said 
Apprehension (of the Object) transfers to the immediately subsequent 
Cognition, the potency tending to produce an effect similar to itself, and 
thus becomes the cause.—(2082) 

In connection with this, the same Bhadanta (Shvbhagupta) argues as 
follows;—“Though the apprehended element may be the instrument of 
Sense-cognition, yet, inasmuch as that cannot figure in the Cognition itself, it 
could not be the object of the Sense-cognition 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (2083-2084). 

The subsistence op the object in the Apprehended Aspect of the 
Potency of the immediately following Cognition is not 

REGARDED BY US TO BE REAL. ThAT IS WHY THE IDEA IS 
SUPPORTED.—^ThE FACT OF THE COGNITION BEING THE ONLY 
entity HAS BEEN CLEARLY ESTABLISHED BY CLEVER 
WRITERS. We ALSO HAVE TRODDEN THE SAME 
PATH FOR THE ASCERTAINMENT OF TrUTH.— 

(2083-2084) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Shaktau anantare jndnl ’;—the two Locative endings are not to be 
taken in co-ordination. 

‘ Immediately follomng Cognition —^in the form of the ‘ Alayavijhdna ’ 
(Recumbent Cognition). 

‘ Potency —of forming the basic cause of the said idea of the object. 

‘ Is not held to he real ’ ;—because it is not possible for anything apart 
from Atoms, etc. to be the objective basis,—as has been established in detail. 
This has also been asserted by the Revered Teacher, in the following words ^ 
‘ The absolute denial of the objective basis may involve incompatibility 
with a fact of direct experience; and there may be incompatibility with the 
doctrine enunciated in the Sutra *—‘ There are four kinds of causal factors — 
basic, dominant, immediate antecedent and causal link ’;—^in order to show that 
there is no incompatibility, it has been explained what sort of Basic Cause 
is meant in this Sutra and also in ordinary experience. But all this has 
been done on the plane of ‘ Illusion not of Reality ; as in reality all Cognitions 
are entirely devoid of objective basis. 


End of Chapter on the External World, 
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“ The Revealed Word.” 

COMMENTARY. 

Introductory vorses the ‘ Intervolved Wheel of Causation ’ has 
been described as ‘ not dependent upon any self-sufficient Revelation ’; 
the Author sets forth arguments in support of this :— 


TEXT (2085). 

Other people, with intellect obscured by ignorance, have 

ASSERTED AS FOLLOWS :—“ It IS NOT RIGHT THAT ALL THIS IS 

MERE Idea (or Cognition) ; because this is set 
ASIDE BY THE ReVEALED WoRD — (2085) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Other people ’—the followers of JaiminL 

These people argue as follows :—“ Injunction alone is the basis for 
determining Dharma (what one should do) and Adharma (what one should 
not do), the only light available for all beings, being like the common ‘ Eye ’ 
of all. It must be accepted as authoritative and reliable by all intelligent 
men seeking to know their Duty {Dharma); not so other words composed by 
human beings. Because the ordinary human being has his mind beset with 
Ignorance, Attachment and the rest; hence his word is not capable of afford¬ 
ing the right knowledge of supersensuous things ; it is for this reason that 
‘ Duty ’ and such other matters cannot be learnt from the words of such 
persons.—^Nor is Duty amenable to the Sense-perception of people of limited 
vision ; because it is beyond the reach of the Senses and hence absolutely 
imperceptible. 

“ For instance Dharma (Duty) and Adharma (its contrary) are charac¬ 
terised by capacity to bring about what is good and what is evil (respectively); 
as has been asserted in Shabard*s Bhd^ya —‘ That alone is spoken of as 
Dharma which brings about the good (or welfare) of man;—how do you 
know that ?—^when a man performs a sacrifice, people call him dhdrmika, 
firm in the performance of his duty ; and it is only when one does something 
that he is called after it; e.g. the man who does the cooking is called the 
Cookf and one who does the chopping is called the Chopper ; in the same way 
that is spoken of by the name Dharma which brings man into contact with 
the highest good 

“What thus becomes explained is that Dharma is the capacity of 
Substance, etc. to bring about what is good. For instance. Substance, Quality 
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and Actum are spoken of as pcurtioular means of aooomplishing the 
Good; and it is shown that the name * Dharma ’ is applicable to these. 
These, Substance and the rest, are perceptible, in their own forms,—^but 
not as the means of accomplishing the good; and it is in this latter form that 
they are held to be ‘ dharma \ not merely in their own forms. This has been 
thus asserted—* The Good consists in the happiness of the man, and this 
happiness is brought about by Substance, Quality and Action as indicated 
in the Injunction ; hence it is to these that the character of Dharma belongs ; 
even though these, by themselves, are within the reach of the Senses, yet it is 
not in that form that they are Dharma. The fact of these being the mmns of 
accomplishing the good is learnt from the Veda; and it is in this form that 
these are Dharma ; hence Dharma is not amenable to the Senses [Vide 
Shlokavdrtika, Su. 2, 191, and 13-14.]—‘ In that form \ as being the means of 
bringing abotU the Good. —^Thus it is established that Dharma is a capacity or 
Potency. 

“ From this it is also clearly understood, by implication, that Adharma 
also, as contrary to Dharma^ is a Potency or capacity to bring about what is 
not-Good. 

. “ This capacity or Potency a man with limited powers of vision cannot 
perceive directly by the Senses ; because capacity is always inferred from its 
effects; as has been declared in the passage—‘ The Potencies of all things 
are always proved by Presumption from these effects — (Shlokavdrtika^ 
Su. 2, 200.)—If it were not so, then the character of ‘ having limited powers 
of vision * would disappear.—^Nor can the Perception of mystics apprehend 
supersensuous things,—simply because they are Perception,—like any other 
Perception. 

“ Nor can Inference be of use in knowing what is Dharma ; because 
Inference can envisage only such a thing as has had its relation with some¬ 
thing else already known ; and Dharma is not such a thing. 

“ Nor can Analogy bring about the knowledge of Dharma ; because 
Analogy consists in similitude and brings about the cognition of a thing not 
before the Eyes ; e.g. the seeing of the Gavaya brings about the remembrance 
of the Cow; and there can be nothing which is known to be similar to Dharma, 
—^which similarity could bring about the cognition of this Dharma. 

“ Nor is Presumption capable of bringing about the knowledge of Dharma 
and Adharma. Because Presumption consists in the assuming of something 
not perceived, on the groimd that something else, which has been perceived 
or heard of, would not be possible or explicable without the said assumption. 
Dharma is not something without which something else would not be 
explicable or possible,—^whereupon its Presumption could be based. 

“ Nonapprehension also, which consists in the absence of all Means of 
Cognition, serves to bring about the idea of this is not, and not any positive idea. 

** Thus then, Dharma and Adharma would fall within the jaws of this 
Nonapprehension and would be swallowed by it, if the Vedic Injimction 
were not there to save them. Hence Dharma must be regarded as * that 
which is indicated by the Injunctive Word as conducive to welfare 
—and it cannot be anything that is indicated by the Senses or other Means 
of Cognition. 
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** As a matter of fact, it is the Injunction that is capable of providing 
knowledge of what is past, present or future,—^also what is subtle or hidden 
or remote and such like; this cannot be done by any Sense-organ.— {Shabara- 
bhd^ya 1. 1. 2s) For these reasons the Injunction must be regarded as 
authoritative and reliable. 

“ The name ‘ Injunction ’ is applied to words that urge to activity or to 
avoidance of activity, e.g. the words ‘ Desiring Heaven, she should perform 
the Agni^^foma sacrifice * urge one to activity; and the words ‘ One shoxild 
not injure living beings * urge one to desist from activity. 

“ For you (Buddhists) the only means of establishing the authoritative 
and reliable character of the Injunction consists in mere Ideation with the 
‘ Three Principles *;—such is the meaning of your definite pronouncement 
(Proposition).—^And this view is not correct.—^Why ?— Becatise it is set 
aside by the Revealed Word ;—that is, it is negatived by the Veda, which has 
spoken of Agnihotra and other things which are quite distinct from ‘ Cognition ’ 
(Idea); in fact, the Veda itself stands apart from ‘ Idea ’. 

“ The mention of ‘ mere Ideation ’ is only by way of illustration. There 
are other propositions of the Buddhist which are set aside by the Veda,— 
such as ‘ All things are momentary ‘ There is no Soul ‘ There has been an 
Omniscient Person ’, ‘ There should be freedom from attachment * and so 
forth. All these words express ideas that are contrary to what is said 
in the Veda.”—(2085) 

It might be urged against the above Mimdmsaka view that all this 
would be set aside by the Veda only if its authoritative character were estab¬ 
lished.—Hence the Mimdmsaka adds the following :— 


TEXT (2086). 

“ The said Revealed Word is authoritative for all, because it is 

NOT THE WORK OF A HUMAN BEING ; BECAUSE IT IS ONLY 
WORDS EMANATING FROM HUMAN BEINGS THAT ARE 
FOUND TO BE FALSE.’’— (2086) 

COMMENTARY. 

True Krwwledge is what is called ‘ PratndTuz,' ‘ Right Cognition ’; and 
being the source of right knowledge, the Veda also is called ‘ PramdrjM \ 
‘ means of Right Knowledge ‘ reliable ’, ‘ authoritative *. 

‘ Why ? ’ 

Because it is not the work of a human being ; —^i.e. it has not proceeded from 
human source. What is meant by this is that the ‘ authoritative ’ or * re¬ 
liable * character of the Veda is due to the fact that there is no possibility of 
the presence of Love, Hate and such defects which would render it wrong 
or unreliable.—The argument may be formulated as follows ;—^That which is 
free from the contact of such defects as render the Word false and unreliable 
must be the source of right knowledge,—e.g. the Eye not affected by any 
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disorder ;—^the Veda, not being the work of a human being, is free from the 
contact of Love, Hatred and such other causes of falsity;—Whence this is a 
Reason (for Reliability) based upon the nature of the thing concerned. 

By putting forward a Corroborating Instance per disaimilarity, the Arguer 
indicates the absence of * Inconclusiveness * in his Reason—‘ It ia only 
worda, etc, etc," —What is shown by this is that the abaence of the Prohandum 
is invariably concomitant with the abaence of the Probana, As a matter 
of fact, Defects (in the source of knowledge) are the cause of falaity ; and 
wherever these Defects are present, there alone they bring about their Effect 
in the shape of falaity, —not anywhere else ; and that is so because when the 
Cause is not there, the Effect cannot be there; even if the Effect were there 
it would have to be regarded as withoiU cauae; and what would come about 
without the cause would not be regarded as the effect of that cause ; as that 
would lead to absurdity. Thus, the impossibility of the relation of Cause 
and Effect between Defects and Falsity,—and the contingency of falsity 
being without cause,—constitute the ‘ Reason * setting aside any conclusion 
contrary to the one set forth above. Hence the Reason cannot be regarded 
as ‘ Inconclusive 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—^Where the Cause of a 
thing does not exist, the Effect cannot appear,—e.g. Smoke does not appear 
in water, where its cause. Fire, is absent;—in the case of the Veda, the 
Cause of falsity in the shape of the presence of Love, Hate, etc. is not present; 
—Whence its Effect, Falsity cannot be there.—(2086) 


In the following text, the Mimdmaaka shows that his Reason is not open 
to the charge of being ‘ Inadmissible *:— 


TEXT (2087). 

“ In the case of the assertion of human beings, it is always open 

TO DOUBT WHETHER OR NOT THERE ARE DEFECTS (iN THE SPEAKER) ; 

IN THE CASE OF THE REVEALED WORD, HOWEVER, AS 
THERE IS NO Speaker, we can have no sus¬ 
picion OF THERE BEING ANY DEFECTS.” 

—(2087) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Defects reside in human beings only,—as they 
are their property; how then could they be there where their substratum is 
absent ? If they could be there, they would be there without a substratum 
(baseless); in fact it is the very nature of the aubaiatent thing that it should 
follow in the wake of its substratum and Man—^the doer, the compiler. 
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the speaker—^is the substratum of Defects ; and any such author is not 
there in the case of the Veda; whence then could there be any suspicion of 
there being Defects ? 

This same argument has set aside also the charge of the Reason being 
‘ doubtful—hence inadmissible —(2087) 


The following might be urged against the Mlmamaaka —^How is it known 
that there is no ‘ doer ‘ author ’ (in the case of the Veda), who would be 
the substratum of Defects ? 

In view of this, the Mlmamaaka proceeds to establish the fact of there 
being no Author of the Veda, by showing that no such Author can be cognised 
by any of the five Means of Cognition :— 


TEXTS (2088-2095). 

“ (a) An author of the Veda is not 'perceived ;—it could only be 

ASSUMED THAT SUCH A ONE EXISTED IN THE PAST [BUT SUCH AN 
ASSUMPTION CAN HAVE NO BASIS].—(6) WHEN ANY RELATIONSHIP 
(of CONCOMITANCE) OF SUCH AN AUTHOR HAS NEVER BEEN PER¬ 
CEIVED BEFORE, ANY INFERENCE THAT COULD BE MADE REGARDING 
HIM MUST BE BASED ONLY UPON PRESENT IGNORANCE ; HENCE IF 
SUCH AUTHOR IS ASSUMED (BY THE OTHER PARTY) IT CANNOT BE 

THROUGH Inference.—( c) As regards Verbal Authority (Scrip¬ 
ture), THAT also cannot POINT TO AN AUTHOR OF THE VeDA ; 
BECAUSE NO OTHER SCRIPTURE IS WITHOUT AN AUTHOR ; AND HENCE 
ANY OTHER SCRIPTURE WHICH IS THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR, BEING 
ITSELF UNRELIABLE, COULD NOT PROVIDE A RELIABLE NOTION OF 

THE Author of the Veda. As regards the words of Manu 

AND OTHERS, THEIR RELIABILITY RESTS UPON THE VeDA ITSELF. 
As FOR ANY OTHER WRITER WHO HAS NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Veda and is hostile towards it,—how can such a one be 

TRUTHFUL ON THIS POINT ? HeNCE FOR US, THERE IS NO SCRIP¬ 
TURE COMPILED EVEN BY OTHERS WHICH CAN DECLARE AN AUTHOR 

OF THE Veda. — (d) In case someone were visible now who is 

SIMILAR TO THE AUTHOR OF THE Fcrfa, THEN ALONE, ON THE BASIS 

OF THAT Analogy, there might be an analogical Cognition of 
such an author.—( e) If there were something vouched for 

BY THE MEANS OF RiGHT COGNITION WHICH WOULD BE INEXPLI¬ 
CABLE IF THERE WERE NO AUTHOR OF THE Veda, —THEN ALONE, 

SUCH AN Author of the Veda might be accepted on the 
BASIS OF Presumption ; as a matter of fact however, there is 
nothing in the Veda which could not be possible without 
such an Author;—on the contrary, if there were an 
Author, there i^ much, in the shape of its Reliability and 
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SO FORTH, WHICH COULD NOT BE DULY COGNISED.—^ThUS THEN, 
BEING NOT AMENABLE TO THE SAID FIVE MeANS OF KNOWLEDGE, 

THE Author in question becomes amenable only to the sixth, 
Negation (Non-apprehension) : Consequently, he is one whose 

EXISTENCE IS IMPOSSIBLE,—AS IT IS PRECLUDED BY NEGATION, 
WHICH IS THE ONLY MEANS OF COGNITION (APPLICABLE TO HIM).*'— 

(2088-2095) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (a) The Author of the Veda cannot be known by means of Sense- 
perception ; because it can never be pointed out that ‘ Here is the Author of 
the Veda ’, simply because he is not seen at the present moment. It might 
be assumed that * there was an Author ’; and as no such person has ever 
been seen, the assumption can only be that ‘ he existed at some time *; and 
this idea would not be reliable,—^this is what is meant and has to be added. 

“ (6) Nor can the Author be known by means of Inference ; this is 
what is said by the words—‘ Adr^purva^ etc, etc,' ;—the detractors of the 
Veda premise a relationship, in the shape of cause and effect, between the 
Veda and the Author who has never been seen before; and such a premiss 
can be based only on Ignorance, as there can be no valid means of Cognition 
indicating any such relationship; no one can ever be able to apprehend a 
relationship between Smoke and the Fire that has never been seen. Hence, 
if such an Author is assumed, such an assumption cannot be supported by 
Inference.—The particle ‘ api ’ implies that it is without the support, not 
of Sense-perception ordy^ but also of Inference. 

“ (c) The words ‘ dgamopi, etc, etc,' point out that the Author cannot be 
known by means of Verbal Authority (or Revelation, Scripture). Because, 
as there is no scripture other than the Veda which is itself without an author, 
the required scripture cannot be one which is without an author ; nor can it 
be one that has an author ; because such a scriptme would itself be unreliable. 
Because, when the scripture would be the work of an author,—^it could be 
the work of (1) Manu and other writers related to the Feda, or of (2) the 
Sddhyas and Munis not related to the Veda.—As regards the tot alternative, 
—^it is said—‘ as regards the words of Manu and others, etc, etc,' ;—‘ Tathfld' — 
due to the Veda;—^this means that these works are not self-sufficient in 
their authority.—^The objection to the second alternative is next stated— 
‘ Asarnhaddhastu, etc, etc.' —‘ who has no connection '—^with the Veda ; because 
such persons are not entitled to the study of the Veda, * Any other writer '— 
i.e. the work of a person who has no connection with the Veda. —‘ Vttda- 
kdrdgamah —^i.e. speaking of the Author of the Veda. 

(d) Pramitam —^vouched for by the six Means of Right Cognition.—: 
‘ Tina vind ' —^without an Author.—‘ Kihchit' —anything vouched for by the 
Means of Right Cognition.—‘ Asmm' —^Author. 

In the word ‘ prdma^yddi % ‘ reliabUity and so forth — ‘ so forth * is 
meant to include Dharma and such notions. 

* Ahhavdna ';—^it is only by the sixth Means of Cognition, Negation, 
that it can be known that a certain thing does not exist ; as it is that alone 
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that envisages negation, —Or it may mean that such an Author is cognised 
in the form of negation—^i.e. aa non-eosiatent ; because there is no means of 
knowing him. 

* Pr(m/di!jLdhMvabddhandt *;—* abhdva \ cessation of the Means of Cogni¬ 
tion ; i.e. Negation as the Means of Oqgnition;—^by this Negation, the idea of 
the Author is precluded. Hence it is established that there can be no Author 
of the Feda.—(2088-2096) 


The following argument might be urged (against the Mtmamaaka ):— 
If you prove the fact of the Veda not being the work of an Author, and then, 
on that basis, prove its authoritative (reliable) character,—^then, lo ! the 
authority of the Veda rests upon something other than itself ; as the authority 
of the Veda cannot become recognised until the fact of its not being the 
work of an author is recognised. 

The Mtmdmaaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2096). 

” As A MATTER OP PACT, THE IDEA OP THE VEDA not BEmO THE WORK OF 

AN Author is emphasised only por the purpose of showing 

THAT THERE CAN BE NO CAUSE FOR Unreliability ; AND as 
such an idea (being negative) is a non¬ 
entity, IT CANNOT BE PROVED 
BY MEANS OP PROOFS.”— 

(2096) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows ;—^We are not proving the Reliability 
(Authority) as a positive fact, which is not recognised ; all that we are doing 
is to reject the unreliability (of the Veda) which has been urged by our 
Opponent; and when this charge has been set aside, the original positive 
proposition remains fully recognised by itself.—^As a matter of fact, even 
the idea of the Veda not being the work of an Author is not being sought to 
be proved by us; because, if it were proved, the implication would be that 
the reliability of the Veda rests upon something else. The fact of the matter 
is that the said idea consists in the mere negation of the fact of the Veda 
being the work of an Author, and as such, it is a non-erUUy (which cannot 
be proved).—(2096) 

Queation: —^If it is not proved (by you), how does it become proved by 
itself ? 

Answer (from the MmAmaaka ):— 
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TEXT (2097). 

‘‘ When the Logician asserts the fact of the Veda being* the 
WORK OF AN Author, the refutation of that fact proves 

THE FACT OF THE VeDA not BEING THE WORK OF AN 

Author.”— (2097) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—Even on the refutation of the Opponent’s view, if the 
upholder of the Veda does not actually prove his own view, how could the 
latter be accepted and the upholders of the Veda become satished ? 

This Question is further expounded :— 


TEXT (2098). 

When there are two positive views regarding a question—e.g. 
‘ Primordial Matter * and ‘ Atom ’ as the cause of the 
WORLD,—^IF one is NOT PROVED, THE OTHER DOES 
NOT BECOME PROVED by itself .— (2098) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text explains the term ‘ Primordial Matter and Atom * .*— 


TEXT (2099). 

Even after refuting the fact of Primordial Matter being 

THE cause of the WORLD, THE IDEA OP THE AtOM BEING 
THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD HAS GOT TO BE PROVED 
BY OTHER Reasons.— (2099) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the Vaishesika has (successfully) refuted the Sdnkhya 
view that the World is a product of Primordial Matter,—yet he has got to 
prove, by means of other Reasons, the fact of the world being the product 
of Atoms;—similarly in the case in question (it is necessary for the Mlmdmsaka 
to adduce reasons in proof of his view).—(2099) 

The answer to the above (from the Mlmdmsaka) is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (2100.2101). 

“ When a proof is adduced in support of the affirmative view,— 
IF THAT IS refuted, THE negative view (to the contrary) becomes 

RIGHTLY PROVED BY ITSELF. ThUS IT IS THAT, WHEN THE 
OTHER PARTY ADDUCE PROOFS IN SUPPORT OP THE TWO 
ENDS OF THE VeDA, THE UPHOLDERS OP THE VeDA HAVE 
THEIR PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE REFUTA¬ 
TION OF THOSE PROOFS.’’— (2100-2101) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Affirmative view ’—^that the Veda is the work of an Author; and the 
denial of that is the ‘ Negative view These two views are so related that the 
truth of the one involves the falsity of the other and vice versa ;—hence the 
denial of one is concomitant with the affirmation of the other ; so that the 
Negative view becomes proved by itself. For instance, for the purpose of 
proving the ‘ two ends ’—^beginning and end—of the Veda, the Buddhists 
adduce certain proofs,—the mere refutation of these proofs proves the 
contrary view that the Veda has no beginning or end, and as such, is not 
the work of an Author; and when this has become proved, the Upholders of 
the Veda become satisfied on the accomplishment of wliat is desired by 
them.—(2100-2101) 

Objection : —Even when the said proofs have been refuted, it is necessary 
to put forth a further effort to prove the positive fact of the Veda being 
eternal; under the circumstances, how can the Upholders of the Veda be 
satisfied, until they have actually proved the Etemality of the Veda ? 

The answer to this (from the Mimdmsaka) is as follows :— 


TEXT (2102). 

“ As REGARDS THE POSITIVE FACT OF THE Etemality of the Veda, it 
BECOMES ESTABLISHED FOR US ON THE REJECTION OF THE ‘ TWO 
END« ’ (of THE VeDA), —EVEN THOUGH WE DO NOT 
ADDUCE PROOFS IN SUPPORT OF THE SAID 

Etemality,"* — (2102) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The two ends ’—i.e. the proof adduced in proof of the idea of the Veda 
liaving a beginning and end.—(2102) 

How the rejection of the ‘ two ends ’ automatically proves Etemality 
is explained in the following:— 

17 
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TEXT (2103). 

** The 'first end ' of the Veda consists in the idea of its being the 
WORK OF AN Author, — and the ‘ other end ’ consists in its 
BEING destroyed ; AND THE NEGATION OF THESE 
(two ends) means ‘ Eternality — (2103) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, ‘ Eternality * and ‘ Having the two ends ’ are 
mutually exclusive,—one involving the negation of the other ; and between 
two mutually exclusive ideas, the absence of one is always concomitant with 
the presence of the other ; as has been already pointed out.—(2103) 

The other party urges—If the ‘ negation of the two ends ’ constitutes 
Eternality, then it comes to this that Eternality is not a positive quality of 
things. 

The answer to this (from the Mimdmaaka) is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2104-2105). 

“ The eternality of the Veda consists in the fact that it is not 

PRODUCED IN THE BEGINNING AND DOES NOT PERISH IN THE END.— 

If IT BE URGED THAT ‘ EVEN SO, THIS eternality IS SOMETHING 
cognisable \—then [the answer is that] eternality is what 

IS MEANT BY THE TWO CHARACTERS OF ‘ BEING NOT 
PRODUCED ’ AND ‘ BEING NOT DESTROYED ' ; AND 
BOTH THESE BEING OF THE NATURE OF 

Negation do not require any proof 
FOR THEMSELVES.”— (2104-2105) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is that eternality forms part of the very nature 
of the Veda, which is an entity. 

‘ // it he urged, etc, etc' —This anticipates the following objection from 
the Opponent—^If it is as stated, then Eternality is an entity and as such it is 
something that has to be cognised by a Means of Cognition, to be proved. 

The answer to this is—‘ What is nminl, etc, etc,' 

‘ Both these ' —^i.e. the characters of not being produced and not being 
destroyed. 

‘ Proof for themselves ’—^i.e. any means of cognising theii* own forms. 
What is meant is that there need be nothing incongruous in Negation being 
an ervtity; so that even though Eternality consists in the two characters of 
‘ not being produced ’ and ‘ not being destroyed ’, it need not be a non¬ 
entity.—(2104-2105) 

“ Having thus shown that the five Means of Right Cognition are not 
effective in the matter, it is regarded as proved that there is nb Author of the 
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Veda ; and consequently there can be no ‘ inadmissibility ’ in the Beason 
adduced by the Mlmdnsaka —‘ because the Veda is free from the contact of 
defects that bring about falsity —Nor can the Reason be regarded as 
‘ Contradictory ’; because it is present wherever the Probandurn is present; 
and being not present where the Probandurn is not present, it cannot be 
regarded as ‘ Inconclusive. Thus it becomes established that the Veda is 
authoritative and reliable.’* 

Now the Mlmdmaaka proceeds to point out in detail the defects in the 
two arguments put forward by his Opponent in support of the view that the 
Veda is not authoritative and reliable. 

These two arguments are as follows:— (A) What is perceptible by the 
senses, and (B) what is produced by effort, must be non-eternal, —e.g. the 
Jar;—and Sound is both (perceptible and produced by effort); these are 
Reasons based vipon the nature of things, which prove the non~etemality 
of sound in generaJ ; and this being proved, the non-eternality of the Veda 
necessarily follows; and from this it also follows, by implication, that like 
the assertions of human beings, the words of the Veda also may bo false.— 
Such is the sense of what is argued by the Buddhists and others. 

Against these arguments, the Mirndmaaka sets forth in detail the argu¬ 
ment that the proposition of the Opponents is annulled by tlie Verbal and 
other Moans of Right Cognition, 

First of all, the following Text shows that tlie Proposition that the Vedic 
Words are false is annulled by Verbal Cognition itself :— 


TEXT (2106). 

“ One who asserts the falsity of the Vedic Words on the basis 
OF Inference, has his Proposition annulled by the force 
OF THE COONITION DERIVED FROM THE VeDA.”— (2106) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Vaidika ’ is derived from the Veda ; i.e. such crognitions or notions as 
Heaven follows from the performance of thc^ Aifnihotra ’ ;—by the force 
of sucli notions, his Proi)osition becomes aniLulk^d, as it is set aside by it. 
This has been thus asserted—As a matter of fact, the notion derived from 
the Injunction is not of a doubtful character,—in any such form as ‘ this 
may or may not be so * ; nor at- any other time or place, or in any other 
circumstances, or in any other person, does there appear any notion to the 
contrary, that ‘ it is false ’. As regards the idea that—‘ the notion derived 
from the Vedic Injunction must be false because we hav(? found another 
statement madt^ in the Veda to be false —this is only an Inference, and ob 
such, becomes sublated by the aforesaid direct cognition to the contrary.” 
(Shahara-hkd^a-Translation, page IS .—(2106) 


Says the other party:—^Tlie two—Verbal Cognition and Inference—being 
of equal strength (validity), how can one be annulled by the other ? If even 
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when they are of equal strength, there can be sublation, then why should 
not the Inference sublate the Verbal Cognition ? ’* 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2107). 

“ The knowledge derived from the Veda is op the same degree as 
Perception, and hence stronger than Inference ; con¬ 
sequently, IT CAN NEVER BE ANNULLED BY 
Inference . ’ ’— (2107 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —How then is Inference annulled by the Verbal Cognition 
(derived from the Veda) ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2108). 

“ Inasmuch as the Veda has been placed in the same position 
AS Perception, it is stronger than, and hence sets 
aside, Inference.”— (2108) 

COMMENTARY. 

This has been thus declared—“The cognition derived from the words 
of the Veda is Perception, and Inference contrary to Perception cannot be 
valid ”.—(2108) 

Question : —In wliat way is Verba! Cognition (derived from the Veda) 
stronger than Inference,—by virtue of which it is regarded as equal to 
Perception ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2100-2110). 

“ There is a degree of simplicity in the validity of Verbal 
Cognition—due to the fact of its not needing a Corroborative 
Instance, and to the absence of defects,—which is not 
FOUND IN Inference. Consequently, whenever there 
SHOULD be ANY DOUBT BETWEEN VERBAL COGNITION 

AND Inference, it is Verbal Cognition that 
SHOULD be regarded AS STRONGER, AND THE 
MATTER DETERMINED ACCORDINGLY. ’ ’ 

-(2109-2110). 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Pramanatvi ’—the Locative is to be construed with ‘ Idghavam \ 

‘ Which is not found in Inference *;—because it needs a Corroborative 
Instance and because defects are possible in it; the defect being that it is 
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annulled by Cognition derived from the Feda which is equal in authority to 
Perception.—(2109-2110) 

The other party raises an objection—As a rule that alone is regarded as 
a ‘ Defect ’ in argument which is admitted by both parties; in the case in 
question, Revelation is not a means of valid Cognition, for the Buddhist, who 
posits only two Means of Cognition (Perception and Inference); then how 
can there be an ‘ annulment ’ of Inference by what is not accepted as a 
Means of Cognition,—so far as the Buddhist is concerned ? 

The answer to this (from the Mlmdmsaka) is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2111*-21ir)). 

“While the Veda is clearly brihoing about the cognition of 
THINGS, the assertion THAT ‘ IT IS NOT A MEANS OF COGNITION 
FOR ME ’ SHOULD NOT BE MADE BY A TRUTHFUL PERSON, BY 
REASON OF SHEER MALICE. It CANNOT CEASE TO BE A MeANS OF 

Cognition, on the ground that there is malice against it or 

BECAUSE it is NOT POPULAR ; NOR CAN ANYTHING BECOME A MeANS 

OF Cognition, on the ground that one likes it and it is popular. 
Evi?N those who are hostile to the Veda do not assert any 

REASON WHY IT SHOULD NOT BE A MeANS OF RiGHT COGNITION ;—BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH THEY COULD BE REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL PEOPLE. 

When people, who have been intent upon the study, the 

RETENTION AND THE EXPOSITION OF THE VeDA AND UPON THE PER¬ 
FORMANCE OF ACTS ENJOINED THEREIN, HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO 
DETECT ANY GROUNDS OF FALSITY, HOW CAN THEY BE DETECTED BY 
PERSONS WHO HAVE KEPT THEMSELVES ALOOF FROM IT ? It IS ONLY 
PERSONS WHO ARE FULLY CONVERSANT WITH A THING AND WHO 
HAVE THEIR PURPOSE CENTRED THEREIN THAT CAN DETECT THE 
GOOD AND BAD POINTS OF THAT THING. THOSE EVIL-MINDED PEOPLE 
ON THE OTHER HAND, WHO ARE HOSTILE TO BrAHMAN AND HAVE 
BEEN FAR REMOVED FROM THE VeDA,—HOW CAN THOSE PEOPLE 
BARE-FACEDLY SPEAK OF THE GOOD AND BAD POINTS IN THE VEDA ? ” 
-(2111-2116). 

COMMENTARY. 

This is how the Mlmdmsaka argues—“ Things do not become established 
or otherwise merely according to one’s whim ; by virtue of which the mere 
assertion of the opinion would set aside the validity of Verbal Cognition; 
what is established by reason must be accepted by both parties; it has 
been explained that the conviction derived from the Vedic declarations 
regarding Agnihotra^ etc. is exceptionally strong; how then can it be said 
that it is ru>t a Moans of Cognition ? It is a mere assertion of yours, wholly 
devoid of reason —Such in brief is what is meant by the Mlmdmsaka, 
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‘ Becavse it is not popular *—^Pooplo’s agroeraent constitutes its 
popularity. 

‘ Aloof from, the Veda ’ —SMkya and others who keep away from the 
Veda ; because they are excluded from its study, etc. 

‘ Who have their purpose centred therein —^i.e. whose purpose —ends of 
life, in the shape of sacrifice, etc.—is centred —expounded—^in the Veda, 

‘ Hostile to Brahman ’—^i.e. Hostile to the Veda. Or ‘ Brahman ’ may 
be taken as standing for the knowledge derived from the Veda.— 
(2111-2116) 

“ Or, it may be that the Inference is not annulled by Verbal Cognition ; 
even so, tin- Proposition of the Buddhist is defective ; because it is annulled 
by Perception and other Means of Cognition 

This is the idea expounded in the following :— 


TEXT (2117). 

‘‘Then again, the eternality and aM-pervasivmess of the Word, is 

ESTABLISHED BY AUDITORY RECOGNITION WHO, THEN, COULD 
EVER CONCEIVE OF THE CONTRARY V 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows annulment by Perception. 

For instance, at all times, the Word is recognised by Perception as 
‘ the same ’; hence the etemality of the Word is proved by this Recognition 
which is called ‘ Perception ’.—And being recognised as ‘ the same in all 
places, Word is proved to be all-f)ervasive also.—Under the circumstances, 
who could conceive of the contrary—of the said eternality and all-pervasiveness ? 
—^No one. The ‘ contrary ’ of eternality and all-pervasiveness would be non- 
eternality and non-pervasiveness (respectively).—(2117) 

The position is summed up in the following :— 


TEXT (2118). 

Prom all this it follows that the fact of its remaining the 

SAME AT ALL TIMES AND AT ALL PLACES IS PROVED BY PERCEP¬ 
TIONAL Recognition ; and this annuls it.”— (2118) 

COMMENTARY. 

* At aU times ’,—^i.e. in the past, present and future. 

‘ It ’—the ‘ contrary ’ (spoken of in the preceding text).—(2118) 
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The following Texts anticipate and answer the objection that Recognition 
is not infallible (not always true)— 


TEXTS (2119-2120). 

Ip it be urged that—‘ in the case op such things as the Flame, 
IT IS POUND that though IT EXISTS FOR ONE MOMENT ONLY, 
YET THERE IS RECOGNITION —THE ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT 

SO ; WHAT IS recognised in these cases is the universal, 

AND THAT IS ETERNAL, FOR US. In CASES WHERE THERE 
IS NOTION OP DIFFERENCE IN REGARD TO ANY 
ASPECT OP THE THING, ON ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN 
CmOUMSTANTIAL CONDITIONS,—THEBE IS 

NO Recognition, as is clear from 
THE notion of DIFFERENCE.’’— 

(2119-2120). 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Such things ’—this includes the cases of Hair, nails and grass, etc.— 
which are cut and grow again,—as also that of w’ater-falls ; as in these cases 
also there is Rc.cogniti<ui that these are the same Rairs and Nails, the same 
grasses, the water-fall, the same river-water and so forth. 

This is not right. In all these case what is recognised is the Universal, 
—the commonalty—such as ‘ Fire ’ (in the case of the Lamp) and so forth ; 
and this Universal is held to bo eternal; where then is there any falsity in 
our Premiss 1 The individual form of these things, which is evanescent, 
that certainly is not recognised (as being the sarm) ; where then is there 
any falsity in our Premiss ? 

‘ In regard to any aspect ’—as in regard to the greater or less degree. 

‘ On account of certain circumstantial conditions *—^the lesser degree 
being due to going upward. 

Question : —How do you know that there is no Recognition in such cases ? 

Anmjer : —* As is clear from the notion of difference \ —^it is deduced from 
the presence of the notion of difference that there is in such cases.— 
(2119-2120) 


The Mtmdmsaka next proceeds to show how the Proposition of the 
Buddhist (regarding Veda being non-eternal) is annulled by Inferences ;— 
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TEXTS (2121-2130). 

“ (I) The notions of the individual cow-word, though diverse 

IN POINTS PLACE, TIME, ETC., MUST ALL ENVISAGE THE SAME COW- 

vxyrd ,—they do not envisage several words,—^because they 

ALWAYS APPEAR IN THE FORM ‘ CoW —LIKE THE NOTION OF ‘ CoW * 
THAT APPEARS AT THE PRESENT MOMENT.—(2) ThE NOTION OF THE 

mw-word that appeared yesterday envisaged this same cmo- 
word, —because it envisaged the cow-word, —like the notion 

APPEARING TO-DAY.—(3) ThIS NOTION ENVISAGES THAT COW-WOrd, — 
FOR THE SAME SAID REASON,—^LIKB THE PREVIOUS NOTION.— 
(4) Both notions envisage the same cow-word, —like the single 
NOTION.— (5) All notions of the ‘ Cow ’, divergent as regards 

PLACE, TIME, ETC., ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE SAME COW-WOrd, 
—BECAUSE THEY ARE NOTIONS OF THE ‘ CoW *,—^LIKE THE SINGLE 

NOTION.—(6) The cow-word that was uttered yesterday must 

EXIST TODAY ALSO,—BECAUSE IT IS ENVISAGED BY THE COGNITION 
OF THE cow-word, —LIKE THE SAME WORD UTTERED TODAY.—(7) ThE 
COUJ-WOrd THAT IS HEARD TODAY WAS HEARD BY ME YESTERDAY 
ALSO ; FOR THE AFORESAID REASON,—^LIKE THE WORD UTTERED 
YESTERDAY.—(8) AlL SUCH WORDS AS ARE EXPRESSIVE MUST BE 
REGARDED AS LASTING A LONG TIME,—BECAUSE THEY BRING ABOUT 

THE Cognition of the cognisable thing through the appre¬ 
hension OF relationships,—EVERYTHING THAT DOES THIS HAS 
BEEN FOUND TO BE PERMANENT,—LIKE THE ‘ UNIVERSAL * ASPECT 

OP Smoke, —(9) That which denotes things through the appre¬ 
hension OF RELATIONSHIPS CANNOT BE EVANESCENT,—BECAUSE IT 
MUST HAVE ITS RELATIONSHIP CONTINUING TILL THE TIME OF USE,— 
LIKE THE LIGHT OF THE LaMP AND THE LIGHTNING.—^ThUS THE 
IDEA OF Word-Sound being non-eternal is annulled by all 
THESE Inferences which must be admitted to be perfectly 
SOUND. Consequently it becomes established that words are 
ETERNAL.”—(2121-2130) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ (1) The notions that appear in connection with the individual words 
‘ Cow —though divergent through diversities of place, time, quick, middling 
and prolonged, and so forth,—all envisage the same word,—^they do not 
envisage diverse words,—because they all appear in the same form ‘ Cow ’, 
—^like the notion of the oow-word appearing at the present time. 

“ Or, (2) Whenever there is notion of the word ‘ Cow it must be taken 
as referring to the word ‘ Cow ’ appearing to-day,—^because it envisages the 
word ‘ Cow *,—^like the word appearing to-day;—^the notion of the word 
appearing yesterday envisages the same word.—^This is thus a Reason based 
upon the nature of things. 
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“ Or, (3) The * subject * of the Inference may be the notim of the word 
appearing to-day ^—‘ being envisaged by the notion of the word that appeared 
yesterday * is the Frobandum,—* because it envisages the word * is the 
Probans ;—and ‘ the notion of the word appearing yesterday ’ is the Corro¬ 
borative Instance.—^This is the argument formulated in the words.—‘ This 
notion envieagea, etc. etc .'—‘ this notion ’ stands for the notion appearing 
tO‘day .—‘ Thai ’—^the word ‘ Cow ’ apprehended by the Cognition of the 
word ‘ Cow ’ that appeared yesterday .—‘ For the same said reason ’—^i.e. 

‘ because it envisages the word Cow 

“ Or, (4) Both—^the notions appearing to-day and yesterday —envisage 
the same word,—^because both envisage the word ‘ Cow ’;—^like the notion 
of the single word ‘ Cow *.—This argument is expressed in the words ‘ Both, 
etc. etc.'. The Reason has not be^n stated in detail, as it is well-known. 

“ Or, (5) All notions of the universal ‘ Cow',—though divergent in 
regard to diversities of place, time, etc.—^are produced by the same word 
‘ Cow ’,—^because they are notions of the Cow,—like the notion of the single 
Cow.—^In the previous argument, the ‘ Subject ’ (Minor Term) consisted 
of ‘ the notions envisaging the word ‘ Cow ',—‘ envisaging the same object * 
being the Frobandum ; while in the present argument, the notions envisaging 
the universal ‘ Cow ’ form the Minor Term,—and ‘ beng produced by the 
same word Cow' is the Frobandum ;—^this is the difference between the two 
arguments. 

“ (6) The compound ‘ hyastanochehdrana' means ‘ that which had its 
utterance yesterday ’;—this mentions the Minor Term ; ‘ existing to-day ’ 
is the Frobandum. The rest is easily understood. 

“ (7) The word ‘ Cou)' that is heard to-day is the Minor Term ;—‘ was 
heard yesterday ’ is the Frobandum .—^ Aforesaid ', —^i.e. ‘ because it is appre¬ 
hended by the Cognition of the word Cow is the Probans. 

“ Or, (8) ‘ aU svjch words as are expressive' is the Minor Term ;—their 
‘ lastingfor a longtime ’ is the Frobandum ;—and ‘ because they bring about 
the cognition of the cognisable thing through the apprehension of relation¬ 
ships ’ is the Probans.—In the compound ‘ samhandhdnnbhavd, etc.' ‘ sow 
haridhdnvbhdplk^m' qualifies ^jneyajnanapravartanam'i —‘should be re¬ 
garded as lasting’; ‘/or a long time' qualifies "lasting'. The ‘lasting 
character ’ meant here is in regard to time, not in regard to place, as in 
the case of mountains;—this is what is intended to be indicated by the 
qualifying term ‘ for a long time ’.—‘ Like the universal aspect of Smoke ' is the 
Corroborative Instance ; the ‘ specific individuality ’ of things cannot have 
any continuity of existence or concomitance, hence it is the ‘ universal 
aspect ’ alone that can serve as the Corroborative Instance. 

“ (9) ‘ Cannot he evanescerU ';—^this states the same argument 
negatively.—* Because it must have, etc. etc.'. —‘ Tdddtvika '—till that time, 
i.e. till the time of use,—its ‘ nimitta —^relationship—^should continue.”— 
(2121-2130) 

The following objection is raised—^In this way, the Jar and such things 
also may be asserted to be one only. For instance, all notions of the individual 
Jar, though diverse through divergence of Place, Time, etc. must be regarded 
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as envisaging one and the same thing, and not as envisaging severAl things,— 
because it appears in the form of ‘ Jar ’,—like the notion of the Jar appearing 
at the present moment; and so forth. As a matter of fact, however, such 
one-ness of the Jar is neither desired nor vouched for by perception. Hence 
all the Reasonings set forth above must be regarded as False (Fallacious). 

The answer to this objection (from the Mimdmsaka) is as follows 


TEXTS (2131-2132). 

Ip the one-ness of the, Jar, that is urged as an undesirable con¬ 
tingency, IS IN REFERENCE TO THE * UNIVERSAL ASPECT *,—THEN 

THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS.—If HOWEVER, ONE WERE TO 

URGE THE CONTINGENCY OF THE individual JaRS BEING OWe, ON THE 

STRENGTH OF THE ABOVE ARGTTMENTS,—THEN IT CAN BE POINTED OUT 

THAT SUCH AN IDEA WOULD BE CONTRARY TO ALL FORMS OF RiGHT 

Cognition ; because the multiplicity of Individuals has been 

DEFINITELY ESTABLISHED BY ALL MbANS OF RiGHT COGNITION, 

Sense-perception and the rest.”— (2131-2132) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is in reference to the * Universal *—^the ‘ genus ‘ Jar ’—that one-ness 
is sought to be proved by the above R^ucMo ad Absurdum, then, it is super¬ 
fluous ; as it has been declared—‘ That aspect of the object which is Universal, 
Common, is eternal, the other aspect is hold to be perishable ’. 

On the other hand, if the Eedurtw ad, Ahsurdum is meant to prove the 
one-ness of the Individual Jars,—even .so, that does not falsify our premisses. 
Because such a Proposition is directly annulled by Sense-perception and other 
Means of Cognition ; specially as all the Reasons adduced in this connection 
have to be regarded as qualified by the condition that ‘ what they assert is 
not annulled ’ ; how then could there be any falsity in our Reasons ?—Such is 
the sense of the passage. 

* Would be contrary, etc. etc.*—^That is, the Proposition in question is 
so contrary. 

The rest is easily understood.—(2131-2132) 

Again, the Mimdmsaka proceeds to show that the Proposition that 
‘ Words are non-eternal ’ is annulled by Inference and Presumption.—^The 
Inference that he sets forth is—“ When the relation between two things is 
noUartificiol (eternal), the two things themselves must be regarded as not- 
artificial (eternal);—e.g. Akdsha and the Atom ;—and the relation of 
Denoter and Denoted between the Word and its denotation in the form of the 
‘ Universal ’ is not-artifieial;—Whence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things.” 
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In the following Textft the Mlmdmaaka proceeds to show that the 
Reeison here adduced (that the relation between the Word and its Denota¬ 
tion is eternal) is not ‘ inadmissible ’ ;— 


TEXTS (2133-2135). 


“ If the Relattonshtp in question were artificial (set up for the 
occasion), then, as the particular use will have become 

ACCOMPLISHED AND COME TO AN END,—IT WOULD BE APPLICABLE 
TO THAT ONE PARTICULAR CASE ONLY, AND WOULD NOT BE UNIVERSAL 
IN ITS APPLICATION. Tn THE Cwv THERE IS A COMMTNCLINO OF 
SEVERAL FACTORS—SUCH AS THE ‘ EaRTH ‘ SUBSTANCE ‘ BeINO 

‘ Tail * and so forth,—there could be no definite idea of the 

* Cow ’ EXCEPT THROUCH FREQUENT REPEATED USAOE.—FrOM THIS IT 
follows THAT THE WoRD IS noUartificial ; and it never perishes,— 
BECAUSE it has AN ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP WITH AN ETERNAL 
ENTITY—^LiKE THE Akosha AND THE Atom '' — [SUokavartika — 
Eternality of Words, 359-301].—(2133-2135) 


COMMENTARY. 


The sense requires the reading ‘ krtrinmfve chn samharuihasyn \ 

If the Relationship were artificial, then,—inasmuch as the particular 
use will have been accomplished,—come to an end,—the Word would have 
come to an end ; hence the relationship between the Word and its meaning 
would not be universal—i.e. applicable to all uses of the W'ord at all times. 
—^Why ?—Because it wou|^ be applic^ible to t hat one particular case only; 
i.e. it would apply to one particular Cow only. In support of this a Presump¬ 
tion is put forward—When several Cows are there before one. even though 
the Universal ‘ Cow ’ may be subsisting in a single individual Cow, what is 
understood is the universal ‘ Cow ’ as extracted from the word ‘ Cow^ ’ ; 
and this would not be possible if the Word were not there.—^Why it would 
not be possible is explained in the Words—‘ There is a commingling of several 
factors^ etc, etc,' —^This Presumption is based upon the authority of Words. 

‘ For these reasons Word cannot he artificial ’.—This sums up the Inference. 
‘ With an eternal entity ’—i.e. the object named ‘ Universal ‘ Com¬ 
munity \—‘ Eternal relationship ’—^which lasts for all time ; just like the 
relationship of Atoms with Akasha, which is eternal.—(2133-2135) 
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The following teocta reject the ‘ Inconclusiveness * of the above 
Presumption :— 


TEXTS (2136-2138). 

‘‘ Inasmuch as the Word, heard but once, envisages several 

‘ UnIVERSALS ’ IN AN INDEFINITE FORM, IT CANNOT DEFINITELY 
POINT TO ITS OWN SPECIFIC DENOTATION, AS DISTINGUISHED FROM 
THE OTHER ‘ UnIVERSALS—(UNTIL IT HAS BEEN USED SEVERAL 
times).—A s A MATTER OF FACT, THE WORD ‘ CoW * WOULD GET AT 
THE SPECIFIC DENOTATION OF THE PARTICULAR ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ ‘ CoW ’ 
ONLY AFTER A LONG TIME WHEN IT HAS BEEN HEARD SEVERAL TIMES, 
AND HAS THEREBY EXCLUDED THE OTHER Univensols —‘ LIVING 

Beings ’, ‘ the qmlity of Whiteness ’, the action of ‘ moving 
THE TJniveraals ‘Dewlap’, ‘Tail’, and also the Indwidmla, 

THE ‘ Cow OF VARIEGATED COLOUR THE ‘ HORNLESS COW ’ AND 
THE LIKE,—^WHICH ARE DIVERSE BY REASON OF THEIR INDIVI¬ 
DUAL PECULIARITIES.”— \ShlokamTtilc.a —Eternality of Words— 
364-3661—(2136-2138) 


COMMENTARY. 

This has been th\is explained in the Bhd^a (of Shahara, on Sfi. 1. 1. 19) 
—“ If the word ‘ Cow ’ is eternal, it is the same word that is uttered many 
times and has been previously heard also several times, as applied to other 
individual Cows ; and thus by a process of positive and negative concomitance 
the Word comes to be recognised as denoting the particular Universal ; for 
this reason also, the Word must be eternal.” 

* Individuals which are diverse, etc, etc,'* — \e, distinguished by their 
respective peculiarities ; their diversity is based upon their being cognised 
as different from oBe another. Hence the compound ‘ svasvanibandhanah 
is to be expounded to mean ‘which have their diversity based upon the 
cognition of their respective peculiarities ’. 

‘ Having excluded ’ has to be construed with all these.—(2136-2138) 


The following might be urged (against the Mimdmsaka ):—^If the Word 
get at its denotation after a long time,—even so, how does it become proved 
that the Word exists for all time ? 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (2139-2140). 

“ And if the Word existed for such a long time, who could destroy 
IT AFTER THAT ? — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words— ^367]. — 

For ANOTHER reason again it is not possible for the 
Word to be destroyed : In the case of the Jar and 
other things, it is understood that they would 
BECOME destroyed EITHER THROUGH DECAY OR 
through some weapon ; there is no such 
CAUSE BY which THE WORD COULD BE 
DESTROYED.”— (2139-2140) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For such a long time —^i.e. during which time it denotes its own moaning 
after excluding so many other factors. 

Says the Opponent:—Tn the ease of the Jar, etc. it is found that though 
they continue to exist for a long time, yet they come to be destroyed by the 
stroke of a stick or some such thing ; the same may be the case with Word 
also. 

The answer to this is—“ For another reason, etc, etc,'\ —‘ Bhuyah ’ 
—again. 

Things like the Jar undergo destruction either by decay or by the stroke 
of some weapon; there is no such cause for the destruction of the Word.— 
Why ?—Because the Word is incorporeal, while the Jar and other things 
are corporeal.—(2139-2140) 


It has been declared (under I'ext 2131, above) as follows :—‘ If the one¬ 
ness of the Jar, that is urged as an undesirable contingency, is in reference to 
the Universal aspect, then the argument is superfluous.—If however, one were 
to urge the contingency of the Individ'OcU Jars being one, on the strength of 
the above arguments, then it can bo pointed out that such an idea would be 
contrary to all Forms of Right Cognition —What has been said there is 
equally applicable to the present case; For instance—If the one-ness urged 
is in regard to the ‘ Universal ’ aspect of the ‘ ga ’ and other letters (com¬ 
posing the word ‘ Oavh'), then it is superfluous, and so forth, all the rest 
of it may be repeated. Because ip. view of the diversity of Place, Time 
and Speaker, the Individual Letters— Oa and the rest are many ; and it is 
in these that the ‘ Universal ’ Cow subsists; and in the same way, the 
Universal aspect of the letter ‘ gra ’ is held to subsist in the individual 
letter; so the two cases are exactly similar in all aspects [and on the same 
grounds that the individual jars cannot all be the same the individual word 
* Cow or the individual letter ‘ ga \ cannot all be the same]. 

Anticipating this argument, the Mlrmmsaka offers the following 


answer:— 
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TEXT (2141). 

“ Even though there are differences of Place, Time and User,— 

THERE IS NO DIVERSITY IN THE LETTER ‘ Ga ’ AND THE REST ; 

AS THE ‘Recognition ’ in their case is clear 
AND DISTINCT.”— (2141) 


COMMENTARY. 

From Percjeption, in the shape of Recognition^ it is proved that tlie 
Individuals (letters) are one ;—Inference can have no validity, as against 
Perception; Perception being the highest of all Means of Right Cognition. 
Such is the sense of the text.—(2141) 

Objection :—^Diversity of the Letters is jiroved by such diversities in their 
pronoimcing as faet, middling, slow and so forth; under the circumstances, 
how can it be said that their Recognition as being the same is clear and 
distinct ? 

The Ans'wer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (2142). 

“ Even when there is diversityin the pronunciation being fast, 
ETC., the Individual letter 'ga' is not clearly cognised 
as an established entity, distinguished from the 
OTHER individual LETTER ‘ ga\'' — [Uhloka- 
vdrtika — Sphota, 22].—(2142) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Established ’—not merely conceived or fancied. 

‘ Distinguished *—distinct, separate, different. 

" Qa-vayakti '—stands for gakdrav^yakti \ i\\o Individual letter-sound 

( __ 1 
ga . 

What is meant is tliat Recognition having established the identity 
among the individuals, there can be no ‘ other ’ Individual at all.—(2142) 


Says the Opponent—What is recognised is only the Universal aspect of 
the Letter ‘ ga \—^not the individual aspect; how can there be said to be a 
recognition of the Individuals ? 

The answer (of the Mimdmsaka) to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2143). 

“The Individual Letter ' Ga' has no existence apart from the 

SUBSTRATUM OF THE UNIVERSAL ‘ Oa \—BECAUSE IT CAN 

NEVER BE APPREHENDED BY ANY COGNITION OTHER THAN 
THAT OF ‘ Oa \—^JUST LIKE THE UNIVERSAL ‘ Oa ' 
POSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY."— [SKloka- 

vdrtika—Sphokiy 32]—(2143) 

CX)MMENTARY. 

‘ Odnyabmidhyanlmpyatvdt ’—BecauHe it is not ap[>rohonded—cognised 
—by any cognition except that of the letter ' Ga\ 

‘ Like the Universal, ^tc. etc. ’—Because the view of the other party is 
that ‘ Universals are without universals —(2143) 

TEXT (2144). 

The same conclusion could be proved on the ground of its 

BEING A LeMer, like the letter ‘ Kha \—As a matter of fact 
THE contrary OF THIS IS NEVER PERCEIVED ; HENCE 
THE SAID conclusion CANNOT BE SAID TO 
BE ANNULLED BY PERCEPTION."— [Shloka- 

vdrtika — Sphota, 34] — (2144) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The same concliisiun ’■—tlie denial of tlie individual ‘ Ga ’ apart from the 
Universal. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—The Letter ‘ Oa ’ cannot 
be entirely differentiated from the substratum of the universal ‘ Ga *,—e.g. 
the lotlt>r ‘ Klia —and ‘ (hi ’ is a letter ;—hence here tJiere is apprehension 
of what is concomitant with the Contrary,—as ‘ being Letter ’ is invariably 
(ioiKioinitaiit with the contrary of being the substratum of the Universal 
‘Ga’. 

That the Conclusion of this argument is not sublated by Perception is 
sliown by the words—‘ The cxmlrary of this, etc, etc.'" —‘ contrary * stands for 
difference between the two.—‘ Dr§tam ’—Perceived fact.—(2144) 

The following might bi^ urged :—^The argument adduced is superjlibous, 
as addressed to the Buddhist. Because the idea of ‘ oneness ’ is held by him 
to.be based upon ‘ the exclusion of others *, and not upon any Universal in 
the shape of ‘ Ga ’ as apart from the Individuals ; so that even when the 
Universal ‘ Ga ’ is denied as a distinct entity, the ‘ one-ness ’ of the Letter 
does not become established on the basis of the idea of ‘ one-ness *,—as it is 
based upon the ‘ exclusion of others *, 
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This objection is anticipated and answered (by the Mimdmsaka) in the 
following:— 


TEXTS (2146-2146). 

The entity in the form of the ‘ Letter * is admitted by both 

PARTIES ; IT IS ONLY RIGHT THEREFORE THAT ‘ ETERNALITY ’ AND 

OTHER CHARACTERS,—^WHICH ARE ATTRIBUTED TO AN ASSUMED 
ENTITY,—SHOULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO WHAT IS ADMITTED 
BY BOTH PARTIES. ThUS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE ONE 
IDEA ARISES OUT OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE LETTER. 

As REGARDS THE IDEAS OF PECULIAR FEATURES, 

THAT WOULD BE DUE TO THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE CHARACTER OF THE MANIFESTING 
AGENCY. ’ * — [Shlokavdrtika — Sphota, 

18, 23].—(2145-2146) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Why is it that leaving aside the Letter itself,—which is admitted by 
both parties,—^such characters as ‘ eternality ‘ multiplicity ’, ‘ pervasive¬ 
ness ’ and the rest are attributed to an assumed entity, in the shape of the 
‘ exclusion of others —as is clear from such assertions as ‘ the class and the 
property thus become determined ’ ? The right thing to do would be to 
attribute all these to what is admitted by both parties; as otherwise there 
would be the necessity of assuming much that is never perceived at all. 
—^Hence it follows that the Recognition of the Letter as one and the same 
must be due to the one-ness of the Letter itself.” 

Qiiestion: —If that is so, then how could there be such diverse notions 
regarding the Letter, as shorty medium and hud ? 

Anaioer : —‘ As regards, etc. etc. ’—‘ Manifesting agency ’—consisting of 
the conjunctions and disjunctions of Air (proceeding from the throat of the 
speaker).—(2146-2146) 


As a matter of fact, Air is never apprehended by the Ear ; conjunctions 
and disjunctions also of the Air must be inapprehensible by the Ear ; under 
the circumstances, unless the manifesting agency is apprehended, how can 
the manifested (property) be apprehended ? For example, until the Light is 
seen, there is no perception of the Jar illumined by it. 

With the above idea in his mind, the Opponent of the Mvmdmsaka 
urges the following objection:— 
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TEXT (2147). 

One fob whom both are amenable to auditory perception could 

HAVE THE DUAL NOTION ; FOR YOU HOWEVER, THE pitch (OF THE 
letter-sound) BEING BEYOND THE SENSES, HOW COULD THE 
SAID PECULIAR FEATURES BE DUE TO THE pitch ?— 

[Shlokavdrtika — Sphota, 38].—(2147) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ One for whom ’—i.e. the Qranimarian and others, according to whom 
the manifester consists of the letter-Sound in the form of gho^ (articulation), 
not of the conjunctions and disjunctions of Air,—for such men both, the 
Manifested (letter-Soimd) and the Manifester (articulation), are apprehended 
by auditory perception ; for such people, there may be the two notions,— 
the notion of all as one, and also the notion of the peculiarities of the pitch, 
etc. But for you, the Mlmamsaka^ how could the Pitch, which is in the form 
of the conjunctions and disjunctions of Air, bring about the notion of the 
peculiarities,—^as such Pitches, etc. are not perceptible by the Ear ?—(2147) 


To the above objection, the Mlmdrmaka makes the following answer :— 


TEXT (2148). 

Some people assert that when a Word-Sound is cognised by the 

EAR as affected BY THE DEGREE OF THE PiTCH,—^THEN IT IS 
that there is APPREHENSION OF THE PECULIAR DEGREE 
OF PITCH, BROUGHT ABOUT ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
BEING MIXED UP WITH THE WORD-SoUND.” 

— [Shlokavdrtika — Sphota, 39].—(2148) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadup€LshU§a ’—l>eing mixed with the Word-Sound. 
‘ Tasya ’—of the Pitch. 

‘ Bodhah *—apprehension. 

18 
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^ Some people (ueert*, —^What these people mean is that, though pure 
Pitch by itself is not apprehended by the Ear, yet when it is mixed up with 
Sound, it does become so apprehended; and hence the dual notion comes 
about.-^2148) 


. The following Text justifies the dual notion, oven under the view that 
there is no apprehension of the Pitch:— 


TEXT (2149). 

Or, there may be no apprehension of these (Pitches) ; it is only 
THE cognition OF THE WORD-SoUND THAT IS BROUGHT ABOUT 

through the Pitch. As for the degrees of the Pitch,— 

IN THE SHAPE OF INTENSITY, BTC.—THEY ARB COGNISED, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE IMPRESSIONS (MADE BY THE 
SOUND-PITCH).”— [Shlokavdrtika — Sphota, 40]. 

—(2149) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Te^m ’—of the Pitches ; consisting of the conjunctions and disjunctions 
of Air. 

Question: —^How can there bo a cognition of the Manifested when the 
Manifester is not cognised ? 

Answer : —‘ It is only^ etc, etc, ’—‘ Tadva§dt ’—through the Pitch ; i.e. 
by the mere presence of the Pitch. 

Question: —^There may be apprehension of the mere form of the Word- 
Sound ; how is there the apprehension of the degrees of the Pitch ? 

Answer :—‘ They are cognised^ etc, etc, ’;—^When the more intensive 
Pitch produces an intensive impression on the Ear, then that intensity is 
cognised in the Sound; on the other liand, when the impression produced is 
weak, the Sound is perceived as weak. Thus the varying degrees of the 
Pitch are apprehended in accordance with the impression made upon the 
Ear.—(2149) 


Says the Opponent:—^The varying degrees of Pitch resides according 
to you, in the Manifester ^ not in the Manifested (Soimd); these degrees there¬ 
fore would be unapprehended because the Manifester itself is not apprehended; 
under the circumstances, without apprehending the degrees of Pitch in the 
Manifester how could one attribute it to the Word-Sound ? Until the Water 
has been apprehended, it is not attributed to—^imposed upon—^the Mirage ? 

The answer to this (from the Mlmdmsaka) is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2150-2163). 

' Those who have their minds perverted by the disorders of 
BILE PERCEIVE THE 8weel AS bitter^ AND white AS yellow ;—those 
who are running fast, or SAILING IN A BOAT, MISTAKE THE HiLL 
AND OTHER OBJECTS TO BE MOVING ; THOSE WHO HAVE APPLIED THE 
FAT OF THE PROG TO THEIR EYES MISTAKE THE PIECE OP BAMBOO TO 
BE A SERPENT.—In THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH THE HIGHER AND 
LOWER INTENSITIES OP THE INDIVIDUALS, PEOPLE HAVE THE IDEA 

OP THE Universal as being the substratum op those intensities. 
—Just as, in the cases cited, people have the ideas (of bitter¬ 
ness, ETC.) without HAVING ANY PERCEPTION OP THEIR CAUSES (iN 
THE SHAPE OF THE DISORDERED BILE, ETC.)—SO, IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION, WITHOUT COGNISING THE VARYING DEGREES OP PITCH IN 
THE MaNIPESTER, THERE WOULD BE A MISTAKEN IDEA OP THESE 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE Manipested.”— [Shlokavdrtika — Sphota, 
41-44]._(2150-2153) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tlirougli the disorders of Bile, people apprehend the sweet thing as 
bitter, without having any idea of the character of the Bile;—similarly 
while running fast or sailing fast on a boat, people are led to the mistaken 
notion of the Hill and other objects moving along ;—similarly when one applies 
the fat of the frog to his eyes, he perceives bamboo-pieces as serpents ;— 
similarly, through the varying degrees of intensity in the Individuals, people 
have the idea of the Universal as being the substratum of those degrees ; 
‘ Being ’ being the largest, highest. Universal, and the ‘ Cow * and the like 
being the lesser, smaller, Universals.—^If it were not so, then, being eternal 
and all-pervasive, all Universals would be equal; and in that case to what 
could the ‘ largeness ’ or ‘ smallness * of the Universals be due ?—^Hence the 
conclusion is that—^just as people have the notion of Bitter in con¬ 
nection with the Sweet thing, without having any notion of the Bile to wliich 
the misconception is due,—so also, in the case in question, without 
apprehending the larger or smaller intensity in the Manifester, people would 
have the misconception of these in connection with the manifested Sound. 

‘ Abudhvd ’, ‘ without cognising *;—^the sequence of the nominative agent 
is in reference to the action of ‘ misconception ’; otherwise the Pastparticipial 
affix ‘ Ktvd * would not be possible.—(2150-2153) 

Question: —^How do you know that the idea of Larger and Smaller 
intensity that appears in connection with Soimd is due to extraneous 
circumstances, and the Sound itself has no such diversity ? 

Answer (from the Mtmdmsaka ):— 
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TEXTS (2164-2165). 

“ The distinction in the Letter itself into shorty etc. would be 

CONTRARY TO THE DOCTRINE OF ETBRNALITY (OF WORDS) ; FOR, HOW 

CAN THE Letter, which is ever present, be said to be 
mmmred by duration ? Consequently, it is the articula - 
turn of the Letter that should be regarded as 
measured by duration ^ for one or two moments ; 

THE Letter itself cannot be measured by 
duration.”— [ Shhkavdrtika — SpJu^y 60-61]. 

-(2164-2166) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Short, hng, etc. \ The ‘ etcetera * includes the Long, the uUra-long, 
the High Pitch, the Low Pitch, the Middling Pitch, and the ‘ 8a4ja * and 
other musical notes. 

‘ Would be contrary, etc. etc.^ —^That is, because the EterrudUy of the Letter 
has been established by Recognition. —(2154-2155) 

In the following text, the Opposite view is put forward—that the said 
^ manifestation ’ cannot be admitted— 

TEXTS (2166-2157). 

The manifestation of Word-Sound by Articulation is not possible : 

THAT MANIFESTATION COULD BE DUE TO THE EMBELLISHMENT EITHER 

OF THE Sound itself, or of the Sense-organ concerned, or 
OF both. If it were the Sound that was embellished, 

THEN IT WOULD BE COGNISED BY ALL AS SO EMBELLISHED ; 

AND IT BEING IMPARTITE AND ALL-PERVADING, 

THEBE COULD BE NO EMBELLISHMENT OF IT IN 
ANY PARTS.— (2166-2157) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there wore manifestation of the Word-Sound by the conjunctions and 
disjunctions of Air, it could be through the embellishment of the Sound itself, 
or through the embellishment of the Sense-organ, or through the embellish¬ 
ment of both—of the Sound and also of the Sense-organ.—^If there were 
embellishment of the Soimd, then when embellished at one place—at 
Pdpaliputra for instance,—it would become apprehended by people in all 
places ; as it goes ever 5 rwhere simultaneously. 

It might be said that only a part of the Sound becomes embellished. 

The answer to that is that it is impartUe, —not made up of parts, being 
incorporeal; hence, even though it is all-pervading, it being without parts* 
how could there be any embellishment in part ?—(2156-2157) 
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It might be argued that—as the substratum of the Sound varies^ there 
could be embellishment of it, even though it is without parts,—^through that 
diversity of substratum. 

The answer to the above is as follows:— 


TEXT (2168). 

Nor can there be determination of the embellishment through 

THE DIVERSITY OF SUBSTRATUM; BECAUSE SoUND HAS NO 
SUBSTRATUM AT ALL, — ^UKB Akosha AND —(2168) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because Sound is all-pervading, like Akdsha and Sold ,—^it is without 
substratum.—(2168) 

Says the other party—As a matter of fact Sound is a quality of Akdaha^ 
and qualities always subsist in the Substance to which they belong; so that 
Akdsha would be the substratum (or receptacle) of Sound. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2169). 

If Ahlsha is the substratum, — ^bven so, Akdsha itself being 

WITHOUT parts, THEBE COULD BE NO EMBELLISHMENT in part, 
BECAUSE THE WORD-SoUND IS ALWAYS COGNISED AS 
A WHOLE.— (2169) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said Akdsha being without parts, the diversity in the embellishment 
could not be due to the diversity of the parts of the substratum. 

The Opponent argues thus—^Though Akdsha is without parts, yet there 
is diversity among substances coming into contact with Akdsha ; e.g. we 
have ‘ the Akdsha in the Jar ’ and so forth; so that the Akdsha within the 
tympanum of one man would bo different from that within another man’s. 

The answer to that is—‘ Because the Word-Sound, etc. etc. ’—^this is to be 
construed with the sentence ‘ there could be no embellishment in part ’; the 
sense being that Sound itself is always apprehended as being without parts 
and such an apprehension would not be possible if the embellishment belonged 
to only one part of the Akdsha. —(2159) 

The following text sums up the argument and shows how it is as stated i— 
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TEXT (2160). 

Ik as much as Sound exists as a whole pervading over the entirb 
Akdaha , it could not be cognised as a whole, ip it were 
EMBELLISHED IN PART.— (2160) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the Word-Sound pervades over the entire Akdsha ; 
and hence the whole of it could not be cognised if it were embellished only 
in part.—(2160) 

The MimSmsaka's Opponent now sets forth objections against the view 
that the embellishment pertains to the Sense-organ [the second alternative 
view suggested imder Texts 2156-2157, regarding the variations of Sound 
being due to embellishments, in the shape of the conjunctions and disjunc¬ 
tions of Sound]— 


TEXTS (2161-2162). 

Under the view that the Auditory Organ consists op Akdsha^ 

AS THE ORGAN WOULD BE ALL-PERVADING, IT WOULD BE EQUALLY 

IN CONTACT WITH ALL THINGS ; SO THAT EVEN WHEN THE SoUND 
IS PRODUCED PAR OPP, IT SHOULD BE HEARD HERB.— ^In 
THIS WAY THE AUDITORY ORGAN ALSO WOULD BE ONE 
ONLY FOR ALL LIVING BEINGS ; HENCE AT THE TIME 
THAT ONE PERSON HEARS A SoUND, ALL MEN 
SHOULD HEAR IT.— (2161-2162) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some people who hold that the Auditory Organ consists 
of Akdsha ; under this view, aa Akdsha is one and all-pervading, it would be 
in equal contact with all Soimds, and hence it should be possible to hear 
Sounds at a distance also.—The Auditory Organ also would be one and the 
same for all living beings ; hence when one of them hears a sound, that sound 
should be heard by all of them ; because the Auditory Organ is one and the 
same for all. It should be added also that if one man does not hear a Sound, 
no man should hear it.—(2161-2162) 

The following might be urged—^The Auditory Organ consists of Akdsha 
as conditioned by the tympanum embellished by Merit and Demerit; hence 
as the Sound heard would be subsisting in the Akdsha as contained in the 
t 3 nnpanum,—^there would be no room for the two undesirable contingencies 
just pointed out—^viz.: (a) that being all-pervading, the Organ would be in 
equal contact with all Sounds, and (&) that there would be one and the same 
Organ for all living beings. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2163). 

As Akdaha is without parts, the Auditory Organ could not consist 
OP Akdaha as conditioned by Merit and Demerit,—^which 
IS essential for the two limitations referred 
TO ABOVE.— (2163) 

COMMENTARY. 

For that which is impartite, there can be no parts, by virtue of which a 
certain part of Akdaha could constitute the Auditory Organ. 

‘ The two limitationa *—^the limitation that the contact of the Organ with 
all-Sounds cannot be the same, and that there are several Auditory Organs.—• 
Or the ‘ two limitations ’ may be those relating to the apprehension and ncm- 
apprehension of Sound.—(2163) 


. TEXTS (2164-2166). 

Further, the Auditory Organ, once embellished, should bring 
ABOUT the Cognition of all Sounds ; when the Eye is opened 
FOR seeing the Jar, it does not fail to apprehend the 
Cloth. —^ThIS same contingency may BE URGED ALSO IN 
connection with the Remembrance op the thing 
(Sound) ; as the embellishment appertains, 
without distinction, to the same space 
IN Akdaha, — (2164-2165) 

COMMENTARY. 


Further, once embellished,—^the Auditory. Organ should lead to the 
Cognition of all Soimds ,—make them apprehended ; as the said Organ would 
apply in common to all Sounds; and also because the Sounds, being all- 
pervasive, would be occupying the same perceptible place. 

It might be argued that—it is for the purpose of cognition that the 
Speaker has embellished the auditory organ of the Hearer; consequently the 
organ would bring about the cognition of that same Sound, not others 
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The answer to this is— ‘ When the eye is opened, etc, etc. ’—‘ It does not 
fail to apprehend ’—^i.e. it does apprehend; that is, on account of the per¬ 
ceptibility of the place being equal. 

Qv^ion :—^Why has the word ‘ all ’ been introduced ? 

Answer :—‘ As the end^elliahmerU appertains, etc, etc. ’—All Sounds, being 
all-pervading in character, occupy the same space in Akdsha ; hence their 
embellishment also should be without distinction. 

In some places, the reading is * samskdro hyavishifotah \ In that case 
the particle ‘ hi * stands for ‘ because ’;—‘ avishe^atah * stands for ‘ arnsM- 
sit^ ’; hence the meaning comes to be—Because the embellishment has been 
produced in Sounds without distinction,—on account of their occupying the 
same space, — therefore it should be possible for all Sounds to be apprehended 
(at the same time).—(2164-2165) 


The following might be urged—^Though the embellishment appertains 
to all Sounds equally,—yet that Word-Sound alone is actually apprehended 
which the hearer desires to apprehend,—none other. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (2166). 

The embellishment, when it comes, would come about by the 

REMOVAL OP THE IMMOBILE AlR-ENVELOPE ; AND IT HAS BEEN 
FOUND THAT WHEN THE COVERING ENVELOPE IS REMOVED, 

THE APPREHENSION OP WHAT HAS BEEN THERE FOLLOWS 
(as A MATTER OP COURSE).— (2166) 

COMMENTARY. 


There are two kinds of Air—mobile and immobile; it is the immobile 
Air which envelopes Sound, like dense Darkness ;—^it is in this Air-envelope 
that Conjunctions and Disjunctions are produced by the Air proceeding from 
the Speaker’s mouth;—^these Conjunctions and Disjunctions bring about 
the removal of the said Air-envelope ; removal of the Air-covering is what is 
meant by the ‘ embellishment ’ of Sound,—^which cannot mean the strengthen¬ 
ing of its characteristic features; because Sound is eternal and always of 
one and the same form. 

What if it is so ? 
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‘ It hm been found, etc, etc ,*—* Found ’ in scriptures and also in common 
experience; e.g. when the enveloping darkness is removed, the Jar that 
is there,—even though its perception may not be desired,—becomes perceived, 
because it lies in a perceptible spot.—(2166) 

[The following might be urged]—^It has been asserted (in Text 2167) 
that ‘ if Sound were embellished, it would bo heard by all ’; but this incon¬ 
gruity does not arise, because oven a single Sound may be embellished for 
one man, while not-embellished for another; just as the same woman, 
through difference in relationship, may be mother to one and dmufhter to 
another person. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2167). 

The Word-Sound being one, it cannot be regarded as both 
embellished and not embellished ; so that only one condition 
should be admitted,— ^NO MATTER WHETHER IT BE 
COGNISED, OR NOT COGNISED, BY ALL.— (2167) 

COMMENTAEY. 

The Sound being one, the two conditions of being ‘ embellished * and 
‘ not embellished * cannot belong to it, at the same time ; because the condition 
cannot differ from the conditioned ; so that, as the conditioned ‘ Sound ’ is 
one only, its condition (embellished or otherwise) must be one only.—As 
regards the case of one and the same woman being both Mother and DaugMet, 
—there it is the name only that differs, not the thing itself; while in the 
case in question, the difference is not merely in name, as the Sound is there 
as equally perceptible by all men ; whence there could not be perception and 
non-perception at the same time; and mere change in name cannot deprive 
a thing of its innate capacity for effective action. 

It might be said that the nature of Sound is such that it is perceptible 
by certain restricted persons only,—so that there would be nothing incon¬ 
gruous in its perception and non-perception at the same time, by reason of 
the capacity of the particular persons concerned. 

This cannot be so; if it were so, then if Soimd is not perceived by a 
man at one time, it would never be perceived by him;—^but such is not the case. 

Hence, in order to preserve the one-ness of the Sound, only one condi¬ 
tion should be accepted—either the embellished or the unembellished. 

Question : —What would be the result of this ? 

Answer :—‘^o that only one condition, etc, etc,* —(2167) 

The following Text puts forward the objection against the view that 
* there is embellishment of both, Sound and Sense-organ * (the third alterna¬ 
tive view set forth under Teoct 2167)^:— 
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TEXT (2168). 

The objections that have been urged against each op the other 
TWO views are applicable to the view that there is em¬ 
bellishment OP BOTH. Thus it is not possible in 
ANY WAY that THERE SHOULD BE ANY 
manifeMer op the Sound.—( 2168 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ To ea>ch of the two views ’—^that there is embellishment of the Sound and 
there is embellishment of the Sense-organ. The objections that have been 
urged against these are applicable to the view that there is embellishment of 
both. 

* Thus^ etc. etc .'—^This suras up the whole criticism (against the Mimdm* 
salcu'a view). 


The following texts set forth the Mimamsaka's answer to the above 
criticism (set forth in Texts 2166 to 2168):— 


TEXT (2169). 

The Author op the Bhd§ya has expounded the answer to the 

ABOVE,—ON the BASIS OF THE IDEA THAT THE EMBELLISHMENT 
PERTAINS TO THE AuDITORY OrGAN. ThE DIVERSITY 
IN THE HEARINQ BY DIFFERENT PERSONS 
IS ALSO DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OP 
THE ORGAN.”— (2169) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Author of the Bhd^ya ’.—^This is what has been said by him (in 
Shabara-Bhd^a on 1. 1. 13)—‘ For one who holds that the Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions manifest (not produce) the Word, the said incongruity (of 
the Word uttered in Srughna being heard in PdMiputra) does not arise, 
because the Conjunctions and Disjunctions operating in one place do not 
affect the Ear-drum at a distance ; so that the Auditory Organ at a distance 
does not catch the Word-Sound that is manifested ’— (Translation, pp. 34-36). 

‘ Due to the diversity ’—^in the Ear-drum. 

‘ Diversity in hearing *—diversity in the cognition (of Sound).—(2169) 

Question: —^How can the embellishment of one thing bring about the 
nianifestation of something else ? 

Ansiver (by the Mlmdmsaha ):— 
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TEXT (2170). 

‘‘ Just as the Lamp is regarded as the manifester op the Jar, through 
THE aid that it AFFORDS TO THE EyE,—SO (iN THE CASE OF THE 

Word-Sound) the Articulation would be the manifester 
(of the Sound) through the impression that it makes 
UPON the Auditory Organ.”— [SMokavdrtika.— 

Etbrnality op Words, 42]. — (2170) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as the Lamp becomes the manifester of the Jar, through the help it 
accords to the Eye, so the Articulation also, would be the manifester of 
the Sound tlirough the embellishment of—impression upon—the Auditory 
Organ.—(2170) 

Says the Opponent:—It has to be explained in what way the Articulation 
brings about the embellishment of the Auditory Organ, which is an accom¬ 
plished entity. 

Answer (from the MlmdmsaJca ):— 

TEXT (2171). 

“ There should not be any such question as to the form in which 

THE embellishment IS MADE ; AS THAT QUESTION CAN BE SIMILARLY 

RAISED IN THE CASE OF THE production (OF THE WORD, IN 

THE Ear) ; as in that case also, the capacity (op the 

THINGS concerned) IS BEYOND SeNSE-PERCEPTION.”— 
[Shhkavdrlika —Eternality of Words, 43]. — 

(2171) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ That question can he, etc, etc ,'*—^The said question can be raised, with 
equal reason, in regard to the view that ‘ there is production of Sound in the 
Ear *. Under the view that Sound is produced (not manifested) by its causes, 
the said question could be raised,—‘ in what form does the Articulation, 
which consists in Conjunctions and Disjunctions of Air,-—or any other cause— 
prodtice the Sound ? ’—Because in that case also,—i.e. in the case of the 
production of Sounds being brought about,—the capacity of the causes of 
the Sounds would be beyond the reach of Sense-perception; and so it is 
in the case of the view that Sounds are manifested (not produced). So the 
question can be raised, with equal reason, in regard to both the views.— 
(2171) 

Question: —^If the Capacity is beyond the reach of the Sense-organs,— 
how then can it be admitted ? 

Answer (from the Mlmamsaha );— 
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TEXT (2172). 

“ Why should any question or objection be raised against the 
Capacity op things, which is always inferable prom its effects ? 

And the only proof for it libs in the fact that the 

PARTICULAR EFFECT APPEARS ONLY WHEN THE PARTICULAR 

Capacity is there.”— [ Skhkavartika —Etbrnaltty 
OF Words, 44]. — (2172) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whether it be the capacity to manifest^ or the capacity to embellish ,— 
in all cases, whatever capacity is there can always be inferred from its effects ; 
hence no question or objection can bo raised against it. 

Question : —^What is that effeci, which leads to the inference of the 
Capacity ? 

Ansu)er: —‘ And the only proof, etc. etc.^ —‘ Tadbhdvi* —^when the Articula¬ 
tion is there,—then alone is ‘ tadbhdvUd ’—^i.e. the appearance of the effect, 
in the shape of the cognition of the Sound; this is the only proof for the 
existence, in the Articulation, of the capacity to manifest the Word-Sound ; 
—^that is, from the effect, in the shape of the cognition of Sound, there is 
inference of the said capacity. 

‘ Only ’—^this is meant to preclude the idea of production. —(2172) 

The following Text sums up the position;— 


TEXT (2173). 

” Thus the conclusion is that it is by means op the imperceptible 
Capacity alone that these (articulations) impart an im¬ 
perceptible Capacity to the Sense-organ concerned, and 

THEREBY APPEAR AS CAUSES OP THE manifestation (op 

the Word-Sound).”— [Shlokavdrfika —Eternaltty of 
Words, 45].—(2173) 

COMMENTARY. 

From all this it follows that these articulations, by means of their 
imperceptible Capacity, produce, in the Auditory Organ, an imperceptible 
Capacity, and appear as the causes of manifestation —i.e. ‘of Words and 
Sounds which has to be added.—(2173) 

Question :—^Why cannot the Articulations be known (inferred) as the 
causes of Production (and not of manifestation) t 
Ansufer (from the Mimdmsaka ):—^ 
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TEXTS (2174-2176). 

' Thebe abb some people, according to whom the Word-Sound is 

APPREHENDED BY THE AUDITOBY ORGAN, WHEN IT IS PRODUCED 
BUT NOT IN ACTUAL CONTACT WITH THAT ORGAN ;—FOR THEM, THE 

dbaence of contact being equally present in the case of dis¬ 
tant AND NEAR SOUNDS, THE APPREHENSION AND NON-APPREHENSION 
BY PEOPLE FAR AND NEAR WOULD BE EQUALLY POSSIBLE ; AND 
THEBE COULD BE NO ORDER OF SEQUENCE, NOB THE GREATER AND 

LESS interhsity (of Sounds heard).”— [Shlokavdrtika —^Etebnauty 
OF Words, 119-121].—(2174-2176) 


COMMENTARY. 


According to the Buddhists, when Sound is apprehended by tiie Auditory 
Organ, it has been produced and is not in contact with the organ ; in the com¬ 
pound " aprdptajdta\ ^aprdpta\ ‘not in contact’, quaUhes ^jdta\ ‘pro¬ 
duced because according to their doctrines, the Visual and Auditory Organs 
are operative without contact, and Sound is produced by the conjimction and 
disjunction of the Primary Elementary Substance (Air),—In accordance 
with the view of these people, the ‘ non-contact ’ with the Auditory Organ 
would be equally present in the cases of remote, obstructed and approximate 
Sounds, and their apprehension and non-apprehension by people far and near 
would be equally possible; that is, the apprehension by the man near the 
Sound would be exactly like that by the man far off,—there being no dif¬ 
ference between the two. 

Nor would there be any apprehension of Soimd in mcceaaion; in the 
way that the apprehension by the nearer man comes first and then follows 
the apprehension by the remoter man. 

Nor would there be any such difference in the hearing as that of greater 
or less intensity,—as is found to be the case in actual experience that the 
Sound heard by the nearer man is more intense than that heard by the 
remoter man. So also with the difference in grades of intensity also.— 
(2174-2176) 


Says the Opponent:—Even for the Mitnanieaka, according to whom the 
Sound apprehended by the Auditory Organ is one that is in contact with the 
organ, and is not-produced ,—^why should the said incongruity not arise ? 

In view of this question, the Mlmdmmka proceeds to draw a distinction 
(between the two cases):— 



1026 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIV. 


TEXTS (2176-2180). 

“ Thus, from the point of view of the Vedic Scholar also, let us 

EXAMINE THE MATTER .* It IS AN UNDOUBTED FACT THAT (iN SPEAK¬ 
ING) THE Air WITHIN THE BODY, ON THE IMPACT OF THE MAN’s 
effort, issues FORTH ; AND IN THUS ISSUING FORTH, IT UNDERGOES 

Conjunction and Disjunction with the Palate and other spots 
IN THE mouth ; AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR ISSUES FORTH WITH 
SOME VELOCITY, IT GOES ALONG AS LONG AS THE INITIAL MOMENTUM 
LASTS ;—^IT IS ALSO CERTAIN THAT, IN THUS ISSUING FORTH, THE 
COMPONENT PARTICLES OF THE AlR COME INTO CONTACT WITH, 
AND BECOME DISJOINED FROM, THE STILL AlR (THROUGH WHICH 
IT PASSES) ;—^HAVING REACHED THE Akosha IN THE AUDITORY 

Organ, this Air imparts a certain Capacity to that organ ;— 

AND IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS IS THERE THAT THERE IS COGNI¬ 
TION (hearing) of the Sound ; from whence it is concluded 

THAT THERE IS A CERTAIN ‘ EMBELLISHMENT ’ OF THE ORGAN, AND 
THIS IS THE ONLY IMPERCEPTIBLE FACTOR (THAT IS POSITED). ThIS 
WOULD BE EXACTLY LIKE ‘ THE CAPACITY TO pwduce ' (WHICH IS POS¬ 
TULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY).—SIMILARLY PECULIAR FORMS 
WOULD BE INFERRED FROM PARTICULAR FORMS OF THE COGNITION.” 

[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 121-126].—(2176-2180) 
COMMENTARY. 

The mention of the Mlrndmsaka by the term ‘ S^wtriya ’, ‘ Vf)dio Scholar 
is meant to show that he is not a ‘ Logician and in this way, by contrary 
suggestion, he indicates the superiority of his own view. 

Qvsation :—What is the view of these Vodic Scholars ? 

Answer :—‘ It is an undovitted fact, etc, etc,' — The effort is tho form of 
the operation of the Palate and other centres of speech;—on the impact 
of this effort, there is urged forward, the Air within the body, —which issuing 
out from the navel, spreads itself out in the regions of the heart,—^revolves 
in the tliroat and strikes the brain,—^then proceeding through the mouth, 
it issues out. 

All this is shown by the words—‘ In thus laming forth, etc, etc,'. When 
this Air issues out, it undergoes contact and disjunction with the Palate, 
0 tc.—^When thus issuing out, it does not go on as far as Akdaha extends; 
it goes along as long aa the momentum laata, —^i.e it moves forward in accord - 
ance with the momentum imparted to it;—^why ?—because it issues forth with 
same velocity ;—^when the Air thus goes out, there come about Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions of the particles of that Air with the atill Air —the calm, 
immobile Air. Thus when it reaches the Ear-cavity, it surely imparts a potency 
to the Auditory Organ. And when thia ia there, —i.e. when the Conjunc¬ 
tions and Disjunctions of the Air are there,—there is cognition of Sound; 
and it is on this groimd that it is held that there is embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ. You yourself hold that there is production of Sound by 
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other sounds or by artioulation, and yet you also posit a potency or capacity; 
so also is the embellishment held by us.—As declared in the Bhdfya (Shabara— 
on Su. 1. 1. 13)—‘ What happens is that the air-particles disturbed by the 
sound-provoking stroke, strike against the stagnant air-particles and pro¬ 
duce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i.e. ripples) on all sides, which go on 
spreading as long as the momentum lasts ; the Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
(Ripples) are not perceived, because the Air (of which they are ripples) is 
imperceptible ; and as for the Soimd, it is heard only so long and so far as 
the ripples do not cease,—and after they have ceased, the Sound is not 
heard — (Translation, p. 36)« 

Objection: —^If that is so, then there is no difference between the view 
that Sound is produced and the view that it is embellished. 

Answer : —‘ Similarly, etc, etcJ* —‘ Peculiar forms \—^i.e. peculiarities of 
embellishment are possible through the peculiarities in the cognition of the 
Sound. Hence the apprehension and non-apprehension by remote and 
proximate persons cannot be similar ; as the embellishment would vary with 
each person.—(2176-2180) 

Question : —^Why is there no cognition of Sound when there are obstruc¬ 
tions like the intervening wall ? 

Ai%swer (from the Mvmdmsaka ):— 

TEXTS (2181-2182). 

“ The ieteroeption caused by obstacles like the Wall is quite 

POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF Air, ThE STRIKING AGAINST THE TYMPANUM 

(of WHICH WE ARE AT TIMES COGNISANT) IS DUE TO THE FORCE 

OF THE Air-current. And inasmuch as the Air pro¬ 
ceeds IN SUCCESSION AND HAS A WANING INTENSITY 
AND VELOCITY, IT BECOMES THE CAUSE OF THE 
SEQUENCE AND VARYING GRADES OF INTENSITY 
OF THE EMBELLISHMENT PRODUCED BY 

IT. ’'— (Shlokavdrtika —Etern alit Y 
OF Words, 128-130]. — 

(2181-2182) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though Sound is not subject to interception, yet, inasmuch as the Air 
and the Wall are both corporeal substances, they are liable to obstruction 
and interception; and hence the Air does not reach the Ear (when there is 
an intervening wall); and hence there is no embellislunont of the organ; 
this is the reason why there is no hearing of the intercepted Sound.—^Tho 
criticism urged therefore is applicable to those for whom there is perception 
of Sound without its actually reaching the Ear. 

To the question—^How then is there the diversity of greater and less 
intensity ?—^the answer is—‘ The striking against, etc, etc,* —^The verb 
* yujyati \ * is possible *, has to be construed with all these sentences. 
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‘ Haa a waning intensity, etc. etc.'' —The construction is—^The liability to 
wane and vdodty cure both possible in 8ound.—Or the compound may be 
expounded to mean that ‘ the velocity is liable to wane ’ {Karmadhdraya); 
or ‘ the Sound has a velocity which is liable to wane * {Bahuvtihi). 

The construction is that—‘On these grounds the varying grades of 
intensity become quite explicable 

The sequence in the embellishment also becomes explicable, because of 
the sequence in the Air-current; high intensity becomes explicable on the 
ground of the Air having velocity; and low intensity becomes explicable, as 
being due to the waving character of the velocity. 

The term ‘ adi ’ is meant to include other variations in the Sound.— 
(2181-2182) 

Says the Opponent—Under the view that the Auditory Organ is Akdsha, 
if there is embellishment of the organ, there are various objections against 
this as pointed out above—such as ‘ Being all-pervasive, there would be 
equality of contact with all Sounds and all organs ’ (Text 2161);—how then 
is it that the Author of the Bhd^ya (Shabara) has provided the Answer on 
the basis of the ‘ embellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ ? 

The Answer to this (from the Mimdmaaka) is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2183-2184). 

“ We do not necessarily accept the idea of the Auditory Organ 
CONSISTING of Ikosha ; nor can Akdsha be regarded as being 
without parts ;—because such an idea has been negatived by 
THE Jaina and the Sdnkhya. —Consequently the Auditory Organ 
may be a part of Akdsha, or it may be a distinct entity by 
itself ;—THUS THERE IS A SEPARATE AUDITORY ORGAN FOR EACH 
PERSON,—WHICH IDEA IS BASED UPON PRESUMPTION DUB TO THE 
FACT THAT WELL-KNOWN EFFECTS CANNOT BE EXPLAINED EXCEPT 
ON THAT BASIS.”— [Sklokavdrtika —^Eternality of Words, 66-68]. 
-(2183-2184) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is that the objections urged against that theory 
are not applicable to the Mimdmsaka, who does not accept that theory. 

‘ Nor can Akdsha be regarded as being without parts ’—^The verb ‘ abhyu- 
peyati ’ (is accepted) has to be construed here also. 

Why? 

‘ Because such an idea has been negatived by the Jaina and the Sdnkhya \ 
—^The Jainas —^the Arhatas, —as well as the Sdhkhyas have rejected that 
idea. It is not that the Mwndmsakas do not make use of the conclusions 
of other people ; they accept anything that is found to follow from reason ; 
if they did not do this, they would cease to be ‘ Mimdmsakas * (Rationalists). 
Consequently, even if they accepted the Jaina and Sdnkhya idea of the 
Auditory Organ consisting of Akdsha, they would be doing nothing objection¬ 
able. ‘ Or it way he a distinct entity by itself —called the ‘ Ear-drum *. 
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‘ Preawmption due, etc, etc,'^ —^i.e. based upon the fa-ct that the phenomenon 
of the hearmg of Sound cannot be explained except on the basis of this idea. 
—(2183-2184) 

Or, even the view that the Auditory Organ consists of the indivisible 
Akdshat is not open to the said objections.—^This is what is explained in the 
following;— 

TEXT (2185). 

“ Even if the Auditory Organ (as consisting of the indivisible 
Akdsha) were all-pervading and one,—the embellishment 

DUE TO ARTICULATION COULD AFFECT ONLY THE MATERIAL SUB¬ 
STRATUM OF THAT ORGAN ; HENCE THAT MAN ALONE HEARS 

THE Sound the substratum of whose organ is 

AFFECTED BY THAT EMBELLISHMENT.**— (SUohl- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 68-69]. 

—(2185) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Vydpi *—‘ Ekatn *—qualify ‘ Skrotram ’ (understood). 

Even so, that man alone, no other, hears the Sound whose ‘ Ear-drum % 
as the substratum of the Auditory Organ—is affected by the embellishment 
due to articulation. 

What is meant by this is that the embellishment affects the substratum^ 
not the Auditory Organ;—and as the substratum varies with each person, 
the objections in question do not apply at all.—(2185) 

The following Text explains that the said objections do not apply even if 
the embellishment is regarded as affecting the Auditory Organ itself ;— 

TEXT (2186). 

“ Even if the embellishment affects the organ itself,—as it could 

AFFECT THE ORGAN ONLY THROUGH ITS SUBSTRATUM, THAT ORGAN 
OF WHICH THE EaR-DRUM HAS NOT BEEN EMBELLISHED WOULD 
NOT CATCH THE SouND.*’ — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality 
OF Words, 69-70].—(2186) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ SvbatraJtum ’—^the Ear-drum ; it is through this Ear-drum that there 
is embellishment of the Auditory Organ,—not by itself. It is for this reason 
that in the case of persons at a distance, or with mind preoccupied, or asleep 
or in a swoon,—Sound is not heard, because the substratum of the organ lias 
not been embellished. 

19 
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The compound ‘ asairnkfia^ etc. etc.* is to bo explained 8bs ‘ that organ 
of which the Ear-drum has not been embellished 

In the word ‘ \ the ‘tosi*-affix at the end has the 

sense of the Locative. —(2186) 

Says the Opponent:—^I£ the articulations embellish the substratum, or 
the organ as subsisting in that substratum,—how is it that the Sounds 
whose presence is apprehended here and there do not come to embellish the 
substratum of the organs of all living beings ? 

Answer (from the Mtmdmaaka ):— 


TEXT (2187). 

“ There is no embellishment of the Auditory Organ, if and when 
THE Articulation dobs not reach the locus of the organ ; 

THUS the restriction ON THE EMBELLISHMENT BECOMES 
DETERMINED ON THE BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY IN THE 
SUBSTRATUM (OR LOCUS) OP THE ORGAN.*’— [SMokavdfiika 

—Etbrnality of Words, 70-71].—(2187) 
COMMENTARY. 

Even if Articulations tend to embellish the substratum, or the organ 
localised in that substratum,—^in either case, it is only when they actually 
get at the object to be embellished that they produce the embellishment; 
not when they do not get at it. Hence the embellishment cannot affect 
the substratum of the organs of all persons. 

The mention of the ‘ Auditory Organ ’ in the Text is only by way of 
illustration; for the matter of that there is no embellishment of the stib- 
etratum also. 

In some places, the reading is ‘ aprdptakarnadeahddvd \ Under that 
reading, the meaning would be that the answer given before was based upon 
the idea of the embellishment affecting the Organ through its substratum ; 
while the answer provided under the clause in question is that—even when 
there is no embellishment of the Organ through the embellishment of its 
substratum, there can be no objection to the view put forward; because 
only those air-partidea are fit for bringing about the embellishment which 
have actually reached the base of the Ear-drum,—^not those that have not 
got at it; it is with this other answer in view that the clause has been added. 

‘ Thus, etc.* —^This sums up the explanation.—(2187) 

The following text sets forth an objection raised by the Opponent against 
all the three alternative explanations detailed above :— 
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TEXT (2188). 

“ The Opponent may argue as follows—‘ Having become embel, 

USHEO IN ONE SUBSTRATUM, THE AuDITORY ORGAN SHOULD 
BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THE WORD-SoUND 
IN ALL BODIES,—^ACCORDING TO ONE WHO HOLDS 
THE VIEW THAT THE AuDITORY ORGAN 
IS ONE ONLY (for ALL) — 

[Shlokavartika — ^Eter- 
NAMTY OF Words— 

71-73].—(2188) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Auditory Organ being one only, it cannot have the two mutually 
contradictory characters of being embeUiahed and being not-embeUiahed ; 
hence when there would be embeUisbment in one, the organ being the same 
in all bodies, it would become embellished in all bodies; hence the Sound 
should be heard by all, even by the deaf;—for one who holds the view that 
the Organ is one only, for all. And in that case, there could be no deafness 
at aU.—(2188) 

The answer to the above objection (provided by the Mvmdmadka) is as 
follows:— 


TEXT (2189). 

“ The appearance of the Cognition (of Sound) is held to take 

PLACE IN THE BODIES OF PERSONS ; CONSEQUENTLY, BY REASON 
OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR (BODIES) OCCUPYING DIFFERENT 
PLACES, THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY 

Organ is inefficient to that extent.”— 
{SUokavartiha — ^Eternality of 
Words, 72-73].—(2189) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though ‘ Persons ’—^in the shape of Souls—are all-pervading, yet the 
view of the Mimdmaakaa is that Cognitions appear only in the bodies that 
are adopted by the Souls by virtue of their merit and demerit. Hence as this 
principal factor, in the shape of the bodies, would be occupying different 
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points in space, the ombellishtnont in question, of the Auditory Organ,— 
even though the Organ is all-pervading —remains inefficient (in the bringing 
about of the Cognition of Sound in all persons); hence there is no room for 
the objection that has been xirged. 

In some manuscripts the reading is * sdtra samskrtih ’; in which case, 
the construction would be—‘ sd samskrtih shrotrasya ’, ‘ that embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ —(2189) 


Says the Opponent—^The Soul being all-pervading, the cognition of 
the Word-Sound in all places should be irresistible. 

The Mlmdrnsaka^s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2190-2192). 

Even though, according to us, the Soul is without parts and 

IS CONSCIOUS OF ALL THINGS EVERYWHERE, YET IT ACTUALLY APPRE¬ 
HENDS THE THING IN THE BODY ONLY ; AND THERE CAN BE NOTHING 

Wrong in this explanation. [Shhka'Odrtika —Eternality op 
Words, 73-74.]—On the same grounds does Deafness also 
become limited in scope ; IT does not form part of the ex¬ 
perience OP ANOTHER SoUL, BECAUSE IT IS INFLUENCED BY MbRIT 
AND Demerit (which varies with different Souls).—Just as 
WHEN THE village-lord HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE LORDSHIP, 
THOUGH CONTINUING TO LIVE IN THE VILLAGE, DOBS NOT ENJOY 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE LORDSHIP,—SO THE SOUL OF THE DEAF 
MAN DEPRIVED OF THE AuDITO;RY ORGAN IN THE BODY, THOUGH CONTI¬ 
NUING TO DWELL IN THE BODY, DOES NOT ENJOY THE EXPERIENCE 
(OF HEARING SOUNDS), WHICH OTHER MEN ABE HEARING.”— [Shloka- 

vdrtika —^Eternality of Words, 76-78],—(2190-2192) 
COMMENTARY. 

Wliat is meant is as follows :— 

Though it is as stated, yet the actual cognition of Sound by the Soul 
appears only within the limits of the body with which it has been equipped 
by reason of its Merit and Demerit; hence the objection urged is not applicable. 

Question: —^The Soul being the same, how can there be such differentiation 
as cognition and non-cognition and embellishment and non-embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ ? 

Anstuer: —^There is no force in this. Though Akdsha is without parts 
yet, on accomit of the diversity of the objects with which it comes into contact, 
it becomes subject to distinctions as ‘ akdsha in the Jar ’, ‘ dkdsha in the Pot * 
and so forth; the same would be the case in the matter under consideration 
also. 
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It is for this same reason that, though the Auditory Organ (as Akdaha) 
18 all-pervading and without parts, yet there are restrictions in the matter of 
Deafness, etc. on account of the diversity among objects with which the 
organ comes into contact.—^This is what is meant by the words—‘ On the 
same grounds, etc. etc .; ’—^the ‘ grounds ’ consist in the diversity among objects 
with which it comes into contact. 

Question : —^If the objects with which the Organ comes into contact are 
diverse,—even so, why is it that only a certain person becomes deaf ? 

Answer : —‘ It does not form part of the experience, etc. etc."* —^That same 
defective Auditory Organ does not form part of the experience of another 
person ;—^why ?—^because it is influenced by Merit and Demerit. 

This same idea is further clarifled by means of an example.—‘ Juet as, 
when the village-lord, etc. etc.^ —^The Lord of a certain village, even though 
continuing to live in the village,—^if he is removed by the King from the 
Lordship,—does not enjoy the same privileges in the same village;—^in 
the same manner, the deaf man does not hear the Sound, even though another 
man hears it.—(2190-2192) 

Says the Opponent—All the three factors—^the Auditory Organ, the 
Sound and Akdaha being without parts and all-pervading,—no partial 
existence is possible for any of them ; then how do you get at the distinction 
into ‘ hearing ’ and ‘ non-hearing ’ determined by such partial existence ? 

Answer (from the Mlmumsaha ):— 


TEXT (2193). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE AUDITORY OrOAN, THE SoUND AND ITS 
SUBSTRATUM HAVE THEMSELVES NO PARTS,—^AND THEY DO NOT 
EXIST AT ANY ONE PLACE ; EVEN SO, OUR VIEW IS NOT 
OPEN TO OBJECTION.”— [Shlokavdrfika —Eter- 
NALiTY OP Words, 78-79].—-(2193) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Auditory Organ, the Sound, and the substratum of the Sound—i.e. 
Akdaha, —these themselves have no parts; yet such parts are attributed to 
them figuratively through the diversity among objects with which they 
come into contact;—this is what is meant by the qualifying term ‘ them¬ 
selves ’. 

‘ Even so, etc. etcJ* —‘ our view regarding the partial existence, and 
rostrictcHi apprehension of sound and so forth.—(219.3) 

Question : —^How so ? 

Answer (from the Mlmumsaha ):— 
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TEXT (2194). 

“ The (vibratino) air-particles, which are the manifbstbrs op 
THE Word-Sound, have their different parts occupying 
different points in space ; AND THERE ARB DIFFERENT 
kinds of them also ;—^and it is through this that 

THE EMBELLISHMENT BECOMES REGULATED.”— [SUoka- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 79-80].—(2194) 
COMMENTARY. 

They have different parts occupying different points in space; and 
there are different kinds of them also,—due to the difference among the 
contributory causes in the form of such diverse things as the Palate and the 
rest.—(2194) 

Says the Opponent—It has been already pointed out that, ‘ on being 
embellished once, the Auditory Organ should bring about the cognition of all 
Sounds * (under Text 2164). 

The answer to this (from the Mimdmsaka) is as follows :— 


TEXT (2196). 

^'JusT AS THE Air-vibration put forth for the purpose of one 

DOES NOT BRING ABOUT ANOTHER,—^IN THE SAME MANNER, THE AlR- 

VIBRATION, CAPABLE OP BRINGING ABOUT THE EMBELLISHMENT 
FOR THE APPREHENSION OP ONE LETTER WILL NOT BRING 
ABOUT ANOTHER.”— [Shhkavdrtika — ^Eternality 
OP Words, 80-81],—(2196) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the purpose of one ’—for the producing of another Letter. 

‘ Capable of bringing cUmU, etc, etcJ* —^that embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ which brings about the hearing of the Letter, is what is spoken of 
here by the term ‘ anyavamm-samskdra ’; and it is not the embellishment of 
the Letter itself that is meant; that it is so follows from the fact that it is 
the embellishment of the Auditory Organ that forms the subject-matter of 
the present discussion. 

‘ Win not bring about another ’;—^i.e. will not embellish another Letter 
through the embellishment of the Auditory Organ.—(2195) 

Question : —^Why should there be the restriction in the case of the Air- 
vibrations only t 

Ansioer (from the Mlmdrnsaka) :— 



1035 


‘"the revealed word,*’ 

TEXT (2196). 

One set of contacts with the Palate, etc. serves to bring about 

ONLY one Letter-sound, not another ; in the same manner 

THE CONTACTS BRINGING ABOUT ONE ARTICULATION DO NOT 
SERVE TO BRING ABOUT ANY OTHER ARTICULATION.”— 

Shlokavdrtika —Eternality op Words, 

81-82].—(2196) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that there are different articulations,—^in the shape 
of Air-vibrations—^which serve to manifest Sounds ; and they vary with 
the variations in the contact of the Palate, etc. 

* Ordy one letter, not another ’—‘ is brought about ’ has to be taken as 
understood. 

‘ Bringing about of other articulations *—^i.e. the putting forth of them. 

‘ Sermng to bring about one articulation ’—^is to be construed with ‘ the 
contacts of the Palate, etc' —(2196) 

The argument is summed up in the following— 


TEXT (2197). 

“ For these reasons—^tn the production and manifestation (op Word- 
Sounds), the diversity of capacity is equally present, in the 
Effcyrt AND THE Desire to Speak, —such diversity being pre¬ 
sumed on the basis of certain effects (facts) which 
CANNOT BE OTHERWISE EXPLAINED.” — [SMohavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words, 82-83]. — (2197) 
COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ utpattyabhivyaktyoh ’ has the Locative ending,—^the meaning 
being—‘ in the production and in the manifestation of the Word-Sound *,— 
there is equal diversity of capacity in the Effort and the Desire to Speak; 
—^why ?—^because the fact of certain well-known effects not being otherwise 
explicable indicates such diversity; that is, in both cases, the Presumption 
based upon the said inexplicability of certain facts is equally operative.— 
(2197) 


So far the Mlmdmsaka has taken for granted (for the sake of argument) 
the idea that the Auditory Organ consists of Akasha, as postulated under 
other doctrines,—or that it consists of the Ear-drum as conceived by common 
people,—and then proceeded to show that there can be nothing objectionable 
in the idea of the Word-Sound being manifested through the embellishment 
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of the said Auditory Organ.—^He now proceeds to take his stand upon the 
idea of the Auditory Organ consisting of space as described in the Veda, 
and to show that there can be no objection against the idea of Word-Sound 
being manifested by the diverse embellishments of that organ :— 


TEXTS (2198-2199). 

Or, the idea that should be entertained is that the Auditory 
Organ consists of Space, —^which idea would be in accordance 
with the Veda [Shhkavdriika —^Eternality of Words, 160];— 

NOWHERE IN THE VbDA HAS IT BEEN SAID THAT THE AUDITORY 

Organ consists in Akdahiy etc.—^In connection with Dissolu¬ 
tions, IT HAS BEEN DECLARED (IN THE VbDA) THAT THE AuDITORY 
Organ becomes dissolved into Space ; here we have the des¬ 
cription OF the organs,—^like the Eye and the rest,—becoming 

DISSOLVED into THEIR ORIGINAL CONSTITUENTS.”— [Shhkavdftika — 

Eternality of Words, 160-161].—(2198-2199) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ The idea that the Auditory Organ consists in space *; i.e. the conclusion 
should be accepted that * Space itself is the Auditory Organ.* 

Why so ? 

* Because nowhere in the Veda, etc. etc.* 

If that is so, then, nowhere in the Veda is it found declared that ‘ Space 
constitutes the Auditory Organ ’; then why should that idea be accepted ? 

Answer :—‘ In connection with Dissolutions, etc. etc.’—‘ Dissolution ’ 
consists in becoming dissolved into the original constituent cause. At the 
time of the death of living beings, their Eye and other organs become dis¬ 
solved into their respective original constituent causes ; in connection with the 
animal that is sacrificed, it is said in the Veda—‘ May its Eye revert to the 
Sun, and the Ear to Space —‘ may revert ’ is to be construed with the latter 
sentence also. ‘ May revert ’—i.e. may it go to that from where it came. 
Thus though in the Veda it has not been directly declared that * Space con¬ 
stitutes the Auditory Organ ’, yet the sentence * may the Ear revert to 
Space ’ clearly implies that idea which is, thus, as good as asserted. 

How so ? 

Answer: —‘ Here we have the description, etc. etc.*; —^what the sentence 
* may the Ear revert to Space ’ is meant to describe is the fact that the Ear 
reverts to its original Constituent Cause, the meaning being—‘ may the Ear 
revert to Space, which is its original Constituent Cause ’.—‘ Like what ? ’— 
‘ Like the Eye, etc.* —(2198-2190) 


The game idea is further explained- 
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TEXT (2200). 

Just as, in connectioi^ with the Visual Organ, it is asserted 
* May his eye revert to the Sun —^whicjh conveys the idea that 

THE Visual Organ has its origin in lAghi, —so, in the same 
manner, the Auditory Organ consists in Space.”— 
[Shlokavdrtika —Etbrnality op Words, 

15M52].—(2200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as in the case of the sent.ence ‘ May his Eye revert to the Sun ’ 
what is asserted is the idea that the Visual Organ has its origin in Light — 
the term ‘ chnkau^h ’ has to be supplied ;—in the same manner, what the 
sentence ‘ may the Ear revert to Space ’ asserts is the idea of the Auditor}^ 
Organ having its origin in, and consisting in. Space.—^The words are to be 
construed in this way. 

‘ The idea of Light being the origin ’—i.e. the idea of the Visual Organ 
consisting of Light.—(2200) 

Question : —What is this ‘ Space ’ like ? 

Answer (from the Mlrmmsaka) :— 


TEXT (2201). 

Space is one and all-pervading, and extends as far as Akdaha ; 

when it becomes limited within the cavity of the Ear, it 
FORMS piE Auditory Organ, —^in the same way as 
Akdaha does (for the other party).”— 

[Shlokavdrtika —^Eternality of 
Words, 152-153].—(2201) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ all-pervading character ’ is explained by the phrase * it extends as 
far as Akdsha \ 

Objection :—If this is so, then, there can be no ‘ deafness etc. 

Answer: —‘ When it becomes limited, etc. etc.' —^The entire Space is not 
the Auditory Organ ; it is only that much of Space as is encased within the 
ear-cavity.—(2201) 

Says the Opponent—Space being without parts, how do you secure the 
division of its parts (which the foregoing explanation implies) ? 

Answer (from the Mlmdmsaka );— 
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TEXT (2202). 

“ The REASON'S that the Vaishifika oan adduce in support op the 
VIEW THAT THE AUDITORY OrQAN IS A part of Akdaka, WILL apply 
EQUALLY WELL TO THE IDEA OP ITS BEINO A part of Space ; WITH 
THIS DIFFEBENOB THAT THE LATTER IDEA HAS THE SUPPORT 

OP THE Veda.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Etebnality op 
Words— 163-164].—(2202) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of Ak&tha, there is an assumption of parts, on the basis of the 
objects with which it comes into contact; the same would be the case with 
Space also. 

Question :—What then is the difference between this view and the other 
one imder which the Auditory Organ consists of Ak&sha ? 

Answer :—‘ With this difference, etc. etc' —(2202) 

In the following Text, the Mimdmsaka sums up his position and explains 
the possibility of Deafness, etc.— 


TEXT (2203). 

“Thus then, the Auditory Organ consists op a part op the 
SUBSTANCE Space, 'which is influenced by Merit and Demerit 
AND which comes TO BE ENCLOSED WITHIN THE CAVITY OP THE 
Ear. And it is this Organ that is enibeUished (by 
ARTICULATION).”— [Shlolcavdrtika —^Etebnality op 
Words, 164-166).—(2203) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mimdmsaka proceeds to explain that the objections urged do not 
also affect the view that the embellishment pertains to the objeU (the Word- 
Sound that is heard).— 

TEXT (2204). 

“ E'vbn if the embellishment pertained to the Object,—it would 

AFFECT THAT ONE OBJECT ONLY; AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
DIFFERENCE IN THE CAPACITIES OF MEN, THE SoUND COULD 
NOT BE HEARD BY ALL.”— \SKlokavartika —^Etebnality 
OF Words— 83-84].—(2204) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued above (under Text 2157) that ‘ if the Word-Sound 
were embellished, it should be heard by all men ’.—^This Criticism is not 
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applicable at all.—^Why ?—^Because on account of the difference in the 
capacities of men; this di:Kerence in the capacity is due to the fact that in 
the case of some men the air embellishing the Organ is in close proximity to 
them, while in others, it is not so.—(2204) 

Says the Opponent—^The Sound being one and alUpervading, it must be 
equally related to all men ; how then could there be apprehension (by some) 
and non-apprehension (by others) of it ? 

Answer from the Mimdmsaka : — 

TEXTS (2205-2206). 

“ Just as (under the Opponent’s view) the Word-Sound, though 

PRODUCED AND APPEARING EQUALLY WITH REGARD TO ALL MEN, IS 
NOT HEARD BY ALL, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITIES OF DIRECTION, 
PLACE AND SO FORTH,—TN THE SAME MANNER, (UNDER OUR VIEW 

also) THE Sound is heard only by one whose Auditory Organ 
IS embellished by the articulations made near him,—^AND 
NOT BY PERSONS AT A DISTANCE.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality OP 
Words— 84-86].—(2205-2206) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —^How is it known that what proceeds from the Air-vibrations 
is the embellishment of the Object (Sound),—and not the Object itself ? 

Answer (from the Mimdmsaka ):— 

TEXT (2207). 

“ Inasmuch as the idea of the prodvetim of the Word-Sound has 

BEEN REJECTED,—^AND AS NO OTHER I^XPLANATION OF THE PHENO¬ 
MENON (of the hearing OF Word-Sounds) is possible, it is 
concluded that what is produced by the articulations 
is the particular embellishment.”— [Shlokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words— 126-127]. — (2207) 

COMMENTARY. 

On the ground of Recognition, it has been established that Sound is one 
and all-pervading ; hence there can be no production of Sound [there can be 
only manifestation of it]; and from this it is deduced, by implication, that 
what is produced by the articulations is the embellishment, not the Word- 
Sound .—(2207) 

Says the Opponent:—^It is clearly known that Sound is the effect of the 
articulations,—^from the fact that it appears only when these are there,— 
just as, on similar grounds, the sprout is known to be the Effect of the Seed* 
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In this latter ease, it is found that the Sprout is seen only when the seed 
has been there, and from this it is concluded that the Sprout is the effect 
of the Seed,—in the same manner. Sounds are perceived only when the 
articulations have been there; why then, should Sound be not regarded as 
the effect produced by the articulations ? Specially because the said fact is 
the sole basis for anything being regarded as the effect of something else. 

The Mlmnmsaka'a answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (2208). 

“ All that the fact of one thing appearing only when the other 
IS there indicates is the presence (in the latter) of a certain 

POTENCY (or capacity),—JUST LIKE THE POTENCY IN THE 
Auditory Organ ; and there the Presumption 
HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO REST.”— [Shlolcavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words —127-128].—(2208) 
COMMENTARY. 

There is hearing of Sound when the Auditory Organ is there ; but this 
fact of the Sound being heard only when the Organ is there does not lead 
to the inference that the Auditory Organ possesses the potency to produce 
Sound; all that can be inferred is that it has the potency or capacity of 
apprehending it. Similarly, in the case in question, all that the fact of Sound 
being heard only when the articulations are there can justify is the inference 
that these articulations possess a certain potency ;—it cannot indicate the 
presence in them of the capacity to prodtuse Sound ; as the said fact is conco¬ 
mitant only with the presence of the capacity in general,—^and not with any 
particular kind of Capacity. Hence in the proving of the particular kind 
of Capacity, the said fact, if cited as the Probans, cannot but be ‘ fallible *, 
‘ inconclusive ’.—^This is what is meant by the text. 

Question: —How then is there the idea of the particular Capacity in the 
* Embellishment ’ ? 

Answer: —‘ There the Presumption has been allowed to rest." —That is, 
Recognition having established the Eternality of the Word-Sound, the 
Presumption based upon the fact of the well-known phenomenon of Hearing 
not being otherwise explicable has been made—by the author of the Bhdfya 
(Shabara)—to rest in the particular embellishment ; and the capacity of this 
embellishment has not been inferred merely from the fact of concomitance 
(of the Embellishment and the Hearing).—(2208) 

Against the view that * there is embellishment of both (Sound and 
the Auditory Organ) ’ [propounded as an alternative in the commentary 
on Text 2157],—^it has been argued (under Text 2168) that ‘ the objections 
urged against each of the two alternative views are all applicable to the view 
that there is embellishment of both 

The Mimdrnaaka^s answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2209). 

“ As REGARDS THE VIEW THAT THERE IS EMBELLISHMENT OF BOTH, THE 
ASSERTION THAT IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OP OBJECTIONS IS FUTILE. 

Because when Sound is not heard by all, it is due to 

THE DEFICIENCY IN EITHER ONE OF THE TWO.*’— [Shloka- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words— 86-87].—(2209) 
COMMENTARY. 

The assertion made previoiisly that both sets of objections are applicable 
is futile,—^useless. 

Why? 

Because, to the deficiency in either one of the two—of the embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ, or of the embellishment of the object, Sound—^is due 
the fact that Sound is not heard. For instance, even when the embellish¬ 
ment of the Sound is there, the deaf man does not hear the Sound, because 
his organ is deficient; and even when there is no deafness, if there is no 
manifestation of the Sound (by articulation), there is no hearing of the Sound. 

The reading in some places is ‘ mf^d do§advaye vachah \ the meaning of 
which is clear.—(2209) 

Says the Opponent—If the Word-Sound is all-pervading, how is it that 
it is perceived as several—just like the Jar,—^when there is diversity of 
place ? Asa matter of fact, as it is all-pervading, it should be always perceived 
in an uninterrupted form. Nor should there be any distinctions of far and 
near in the case of what is all-pervading ;—nor can it come in from any place, 
as it is always present everywhere. Further as it is eternal, there can be 
no such distinctions as long and shorty or of various degrees of loudness and 
so forth. Nor again is difference of time possible.—^From all this it follows 
that—because Soimd is actually perceived as affected and diversified in place, 
time and form, therefore, like the Jar, it must be diverse and evanescetU. 
How then is it that the assertion has been made above (under Text 2207) 
that—‘‘ Inasmuch as the idea of the production of Sound has been rejected, 
etc. etc.” ? 

The Mirndmsaka^8 answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (2210). 

“ Though the Sun is one, yet it is seen (by one and the same man) 
AS diverse in Water and other surfaces at the same time ; 

AND YET IT DOES NOT MAKE IT many \ THE SAME SHOULD BE 
UNDERSTOOD TO BE THE CASE WITH SoUND ALSO.”— [Shloka- 

vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 178-179, though 
the reading there is slightly different], —(2210) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant to be shown by this is that the fact of being perceived as 
diverse in different places, as a Reason for diversity, is * Inconclusive —(2210) 
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Says the Opponent—^Ih the case of the Sun, there are grounds for the illu¬ 
sion of muUiplicUy^ in the shape of the diverse receptacles in the form of Water 
and the other reflecting surfaces ; in the case in question however, there is 
no ground for such illusion ; while what we have put forward as the Reason 
is accompanied by the qualification ‘ there being no grounds for illusion * ; 
how then c€ui our Reason be regarded as being ‘ False and Inconclusive ’ ? 

The Mimdmeaka's answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2211-2214). 

“ Sound is heard in only a particular place, because it is depen¬ 
dent (POE ITS COGNITION) UPON THE ARTICULATION THAT MANIFESTS 
IT ; AND ARTICULATIONS HAVE NOT THE CAPACITY TO PERVADE THE 
ENTIRE SPACE ; CONSEQUENTLY, THE WORD-SoUND IS NOT HEARD 
CONTINUOUSLY ALL OVER THE WORLD ; AND BECAUSE THE ARTICULA¬ 
TIONS APPEAR IN DIFFERENT PLACES, THE HEARING IS RESTRICTED 
TO THOSE PLACES ; AND AS THE INTERVENING SPACES (BETWEEN THE 
ARTICULATIONS) ARB NOT FILLED UP (BY THE ARTICULATION), THERE 
IS THE COGNITION OF A BREAK (IN THE CONTINUITY OF THE SOUND). 
And, AS THESE ARTICULATIONS APPEAR ONLY IN LIMITED PLACES, 
THEBE ARISES THE NOTION THAT SoUND IS NOT ALL-PERVADING. 

Further, as these articulations have movement and a certain 

VELOCITY,—^FROM WHATEVER PLACE THESE ARTICULATIONS PROCEED, 
THE HEARER THINKS THAT THE SoUND THAT HE HEARS ALSO COMBS 
FROM THAT SAME PLACE.”—Eternality of Words— 
172-176].—(2211-2214) 


COMMENTARY. 

Wliat is meant is tliat in the case in question also, there is ground for 
illusion, in the shape of the diversity of the manifesting articulations, so 
that the two oases stand on the same footing. 

* Because it is dependent upon the manifesting articulations ’ ;—^i.e. the 
Cogmtiorh of Sound is so dependent. 

‘ That place *—^the place where the articulation lias appeared. 

‘ That ’—Sound. 

In what way the manifesting articulation beqomes the cause of the 
illusion of interception is explained by the words—‘ and articulations do not 
have ihe capacity f etc. etc.' ;—‘ asau * stands for the Sound ;— ‘ the hearing •— 
of the Sound ;—‘ Ultra ’—^in that part of Akdsha. 

* As the intervening spaces are not flUed up ';—what is meant is that 
they are not filled up by the articulations. 

^ T%§&m '—stands for the articulations. 

* n cha dydnti '—^this also stands for the articulations. —(2211-2214) . 
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Says the Opponent—^It cannot be admitted that the single Sun is 
perceived as diverse because of the separateness of space (between the reflect¬ 
ing Media); because what are actually apprehended by the Eye are so many 
diverse reflected images of the Sun ; and it is not the Sun that is apprehended. 
For you, who do not regard the reflected image to be different from the 
object reflected,—there can be no cause for the apprehension of several 
reflected images 

This argument of the Opponent is what is referred to in the following:— 


TEXT (2215). 

The Opponent says— ‘ By what cause are the Reflected Images 

PERCEIVED SIMULTANEOUSLY AS DISTINCT IN EACH VESSEL (OF 

Water) ? * ”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 
179-180].—(2215) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Alva ’—‘ says ’—the Opponent. 

* SimuUamomly ’—at one and the same time.—(2215) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2216-2217). 

“ Our answer to this is as follows :—What actually happens is 
that by the light from the Sun scintillating in the Water, 

THE LIGHT FROM THE EyE (STRIKING THE WaTER) IS TURNED BACK 
IN THE WAKE OF THE REFLECTED SOLAR LIGHT, AND THUS IT PER¬ 
CEIVES THE Sun in its own region,—but there is an ILLUSION OF 
THERE BEING SEVERAL SUNS OF DIVERSE FORMS, BY REASON OF THE 
DIVERSITY OF THE VESSELS OF WATER. How THEN COULD THERE 
BE MULTIPLICITY OP SuNs ? — [Shlolcavdrtika —^Eternality of 
Words— 180-182].—(2216-2217) 

COMMENTARY. 

The solar light in the vessel of Water which flows out makes the light of 
the Eyes turn back—^reflected backwards—and hence, it apprehends the 
Sun in its own place. 
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‘ YcUhdp&lram *—as many as the number of vessels that are there. 

It is for this reason that the Sun appears to be of diverse forms. How 
then can there be multiplicity of the Sun ?—^It cannot be; because what is 
diverse is the ftmctioning of the Eye.—(2216-2217) 

The following Tea2 shows that it is by reason of the peculiar function¬ 
ing of the Eye that the Sun, though really one, is perceived as several;— 


TEXT (2218). 

When the Eye is slightly pbbssbd by the finger, even a single 
OBJECT is perceived AS DIVERSE,—BECAUSE OP THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE FUNCTIONING OF THE EyE. ThE SAME THING HAPPENS IN 
THE CASE IN QUESTION ALSO,—ACCORDING TO US.*’— [Shloka- 

vdrtika —Etbrnality of Words— 182-183].—(2218) 
COMMENTARY. 

’—slightly, a little.—When the Eye is so pressed,—tjven a single 
object is perceived as diverse—many ;—^why ?—because the functioning of 
the Eye has been diversified. In the same manner, for us, the single Word- 
Sound would be heard as diverse (if there are adequate reasons for it).— 
(2218) 


TEXTS (2219-2220). 

Other people who hold the view that the Reflected Image is 

ACTUALLY PRODUCED (AS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE REFLECT¬ 
ED Object) urge the following objection :—‘ If the same Scn 

IS SEEN IN THE SEVERAL VESSELS, WHY IS NOT THE SAME SEEN AS BEING 
overhead (over one’s head, like THE REAL Sun) ? HoW TOO 
COULD IT BE SEEN BELOW, IN WELLS AND SUCH OTHER DEEP WATER- 

RESERVOIRS, IF THE Reflected Image were not actually pro¬ 
duced THERE ? Further, how is it that when a man facing 
THE East looks at the mirror, he perceives himself as facing 
the West \ ’ ”— [Shhkavdrtika —Etbrnality of Words— 183-185]. 
-(2219-2220) 

COMMENTARY. 

It was argued (under Text 2210) that * just as in the Water, the single 
Stm is seen as diverse, etc. etc.*; and as invalidating this reason, some people 
think that the Refiected Image is something entirely different from the 
Reflected Object; and they argue as follows:— 
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If what is seen (in the reflection), is the same Sun, and not the Reflected 
Image,—then, how is it that it is not perceived as being overhead ? It could 
be so seen if the same Sim had been seen in different places (in the reflecting 
surfaces)—^not otherwise ; as otherwise there would be incongruities. 

Further, in the case of the Well, how could there be perception of the Sun 
lying so far deep inside, if its Reflected Image were not produced there?— 
Certainly the Sun does not actually exist there inside the Well. 

Then again, when a man facing the East looks at the mirror, how does 
he come to face the West ? Certainly a face is not seen to have been pro¬ 
duced at his back.—(2219-2220) 


The Mlmarnsaka'8 answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2221-2223). 

When a man is looking at the Sun and the water, his Eye (rays) 

PROCEED IN two WAYS,—ONE UPWARDS AND THE OTHER DOWN- 
WARDS ; THE PERCEIVER DOES NOT PERCEIVE THAT SUN WHICH IS 
ILLUMINED BY THE EyE-RAYS PROCEEDING UPWARDS, BECAUSE IT 
IS NOT IN A STRAIGHT LINE WITH THE BODILY SUBSTRATUM OF THE 

Visual Organ ; while what is perceived by the downward rays 
IS the Sun shining above presented mediately (indirectly) ; 

AND BECAUSE IT IS THE SAME SUN THAT IS SO PRESENTED, THE OB¬ 
SERVER THINKS that what IS SEEN IS ‘ BELOW It IS THUS THAT IT 
IS THE Sun ITSELF THAT IS SEEN BELOW, THROUGH THE INTERVENING 
MEDIUM (of the DOWNWARD RAYS).”— [Shhkavdrtika —^Eternauty 
OF Words, 186-188].—(2221-2223) 

COMMENTARY. 

The opinion entertained is as follows :—If the organ were to go out 
and then render the Sun cognisable,—^then it would be necessary that it 
should be seen above, not below ;—^what happens however is that the organ 
brings about the cognition while it is itself still in the body, and does not 
move upwards, as has been declared in the following words :—‘ If the organ, 
going out, were to render the object cognisable there, then it might be as 
urged ; as a matter of fact, however, it brings about the cognition while still 
in the body’.— (Shlokavdrtika —Etemality of Words, 185-186.) 

The whole process is as follows :—^Those who see, in the vessel, the Water 
as well as the Sun, for these persona looking cU the Sun and the Water, the single 
Visual Organ (in the shape of Rays) proceeds in two ways—one upward and 
the other downward;—then the Sun that is illumined by the upward rays 
20 



1046 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIV. 


is not seen by the observer;—why ?— because it is not in a straight Une with the 
substratum of the organ ;—^the substratum of the Visual Organ in the body 
does not lie in a straight line with the Sun ;—^but ‘ mediately ’—through an 
intervening medium—^the Sun is presented to the Visual Rays by the rays of 
the Bun, and hence becomes seen through the downward rays ;—so that what 
happens is that the Solar Rays present the luminous object to the Visual 
Rays, the Visual Rays present it to the Visual Organ, and the Visual Organ 
presents it to the perceiving observer. This is what is meant by the ‘ mediate 
presentation ’ of the luminous Sun. Thus it is that the Sun, shining ctbove, 
is regarded by the observer as if it were below. —Who regards it so ? The 
observing person;—and it is not that there is another Sun shining below.— 
Why is this so ?— Because it is the same ; i.e. the Sun is one, not diverse.— 
Others explain * tadekatvdt ’ as * because the Visual Organ is one —^Thus it 
is under the influence of the downward rays of the Visual Organ, as functioning 
through a medium, that the Sim is seen below, in the Well;— so also in the 
case of the diverse vessels containing Water; if it were not so, how could 
there be cognition of the Sun as one and the same ?—(2221-2223) 

It has been argued (by some people, under Text 2220)—‘ How could 
the man facing the East, come to face the West, when looking at the 
mirror ? ’ 

The Mirnamsaka^s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2224). 

“ SiMILABLY (in THE CASE OP THE MAN LOOKING AT THE MIRROR), IT IS 
THROUGH ILLUSION THAT THE MAN COGNISES THE PACE AS PACING THE 

West, though in reality what he actually perceives is 

THE PACE AS PRESENTED BY THE VISUAL RaYS PROCEEDING 
EASTWARD TO THE RAYS PROCBBDINO WESTWARD.*’— 

[ShhJcavdrtika —^Eternality op Words, 189-190]. 

—(2224) 

COMMENTARY. 

What happens is as follows;—^First of all the Visual Rays, taking up 
the face-image, issue forth till they reach the mirror; these are spoken of 
as * proceeding eastward ’ on striking the mirror-space, the said rays are 
turned back and come back to the man’s face standing there as before; 
this is spoken of as ‘proceeding westward*;—^the eastward rays thus 
present the face-image to the westward rays,—and these latter present it to 
the Soul (the observer); thereupon the Soul, cognising the image as presented 
by the westward rays, has the illusion that he is facing the West. The sense 
of all this is that the diversity of the functioning of the Eye is at the 
root of the illusion in question.—(2224) 
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Even granting that the Reflected Image is something different, produced 
in the reflecting medium, the Mlmdmaaka offers another explanation:— 


TEXT (2226). 

Even granting that the Reflected Image really exists in the 

DIFFERENT PLACES,—^THERE CAN BE NO PLURALITY OF THESE 

Images, because they are all apprehended by 
THE SAME Cognition.’*— [Shlokavdrtika —Eter- 
nality OF Words— 190-191].—(2225) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the Reflected Image is something different, these images cannot 
be several;—^why ?— became they are apprehended by the same Cognition — 
i.e. they all fall within the same idea. 

In the same way, the Word-Sound also becomes established as one,— 
because it is apprehended by a single Idea.—(2225) 

Says the Opponent—^When the images are actually perceived in diverse 
plaees, why should they not be several ? That is to say, when the diversity 
of images is admitted on the ground of their being perceived in diverse 
places,—how can this diversity be set aside by the single Cognition (by which 
they are all apprehended) ? 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (2226). 

The idea of diversity due to diversity of place is inferential ; 
while the idea that ‘ IT IS the same * is perceptional ,— ^and 
hence annuls the former.”— [Shlokavdrtika —^Eter- 
NALiTY OF Words, 197-198].—(2226) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It annuls the former * ;—because Perception is superior in authority to 
all means and forms of Cognition.— (2226) 
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The following text points out that the idea that ‘ it is cognised as appearing 
at diverse places * is not concomitant with ‘ diversity *, and hence there can 
be no validity attaching to it;— 


TEXT (2227). 

“ Just as the single person, Devodatta, passing from place to place, 

ONE AFTER THE OTHER, DOES NOT BECOME DIFFERENT,—SO THE 

.Word-Sound also does not differ (simply because it is 
HEARD IN SEVERAL PLACES).”— [Shlolcavdrtika —Eter- 
NALiTY OF Words, 198-199].—(2227) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So the Word-Sound also does not differ ’—‘ either in regard to time or to 
place *,—^this has to be added. 

Thus, the non-concomitance between the two (Diversity of Place of 
Appearance and Diversity of Sound) has been indicated through apacial 
non-comcomitance ; next, the Mlmamaaka proceeds to point out the non¬ 
concomitance of the two cognitions, spacial and chronological,—through 
chronological non-concomitance :— 


TEXT (2228). 

“ And again, the same Devadatta, whose one-ness is well known, 
—^WHEN seen again and again,—DOES NOT BECOME DIVERSE, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITY OF TIME ; SIMILARLY THE 

Word-Sound dobs not become diverse on account 

OF THE DIVERSITY OF PLACE.”— [Shlokavdrtika, 

Eternality OP Words, 199-200]. — (2228) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Jndtaikatvah ’—‘ whose unity is well known through Recognition *. 

‘ On account of the diversity in place ’;—this is by way of illustration ; 
Sound does not become different on account of diversity of time either. By 
pointing one kind of non-concomitance, the other kinds of non-concomitance 
also become indicated. [That is why the Text has nanied place only. ]—(2228) 
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The following Text anticipates and answers the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance cited (of Devadatta) is not quite relevant:— 


TEXT (2229). 

If it be argued that—‘ (in the case of Devadatta) the idea of 
HIS being one is not incompatible (with the fact of his being 

SEEN AT SEVERAL TIMES), BECAUSE THERE IS SUCCESSION (iN THE 
SEVERAL cognitions OF HIS PRESENCE) —THEN (iN THE CASE OF 

Word-Sound also) please see that there is no incompatibility ; 
also because the Sound is all-pervading. In fact, the 
property that explains a perceptible fact may be accepted 
AS BELONGING TO ALL THINGS.” — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of 
Words, 200-201].—(2229) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument of the Opponent is as follows:—‘The fact that, even 
though Devadatta is seen in different places and at different times, he is not 
regarded as several, what makes this not-incompatible is the fact that the 
repeated seeings of Devadatta occur in succession, one after the other, and 
not simultaneously; there is no such reason in the case of Sound. Hence 
there is difference between the case in dispute and the case cited as an 
example ’. 

In answer to this, the Mlmdmsaka points out that in the case of Sound 
also there is a reason whereby there can be no incompatibility :— ‘ Please 
see, etc, etc.^ —the construction is that ‘ Please see that there is no incom¬ 
patibility, because Sound is all-pervading ’. 

What the particle ‘ api ’, ‘ also indicates is the reason mentioned before 
‘ because the articulations do not fill up the intervening space 

Qmstion : —Why do you accept the all-pervading character of the Word- 
Sound ? 

Answer : —‘ In Jacty the property^ etc, etc,' —^For the piupose of explaining 
the idea of the same Sound being heard at several places and times,—whatever 
property is found necessary is admitted through Presumption based upon 
the fact that a well-known fact cannot be otherwise explained ; in the present 
instance, if the Sound did not possess all-pervadingness, its being heard at 
several places and times would not be possible ; hence on the ground of this 
Presumption, Sound is regarded as eternal and all-pervading, —(2229) 

The Mimdmsaka next proceeds to show that the Reason that ‘ because 
Sound is cognised as having diverse characterSy it must be diverse ’ is also 
‘ Inconclusive ’, ‘ hot true ’ :— 
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TEXTS (2230-2233). 

“ When a large Pit is dug in the ground, there is a notion of the 
Ahdaha in the Pit being ‘ large and when the Pit is small, 

THERE IS the NOTION OF ITS BEING ‘ SMALL ' ; IN THE SAME WAY 
there ARB SIMILAR NOTIONS REGARDING SoUND, WHICH ALSO (UKE 

Ahdaha) is not something produced ; consequently, the illusory 

IDEA THAT PEOPLE HAVE REGARDING SoUND (BEING LARGE, INCREASED 
OR SMALL, decreased) IS DUB TO OTHER CIRCUMSTANTIAL CONDI¬ 
TIONS ; AS A MATTER OF FACT, ‘ LARGENESS * AND * SMALLNESS ’ 
ARB NEVER PERCEIVED AS RESIDING IN SoUND ; AND THE ASSUMP¬ 
TION OF THE ‘ LARGENESS ’ AND ‘ SMALLNESS ’ (OF SoUND) IS 
DUB TO THE GREATER AND LESS KEENNESS OF ITS PERCEPTION 

(Hearing). As regards Perception, it is actually found to be 

VERY KEEN IF THE OBJECT PERCEIVED—THE JaR—^IS ILLUMINED BY 
A LARGE SOURCE OF LIGHT,—BUT LESS KEEN WHEN IT IS ILLUMINED 
BY A SMALL LIGHT.—^FrOM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT SUCH PRO¬ 
PERTIES AS ‘ Length *, ‘ Shortness ’ and the like really belong 
TO THE articulations.”— (2230-2233) 

COMMENTARY. 

The purport of all this is as follows :—If what the Opponent puts forward 
as his Reason is the diversity of such character as greater or less intensity 
(in the Soiuid),—then such a Reason cannot be ‘ admissible *; because how 
could one, who holds Sound to be eternal, admit that the diversity of characters, 
—which, according to him, belong to other circumstantial conditions,—^belong 
to the Soimd ?—^If, on the other hand, what is adduced by the Opponent as 
his Reaeon is the Cognition that people have of Sound being more or less 
intensive, which Cognition cannot be possible without some difference in 
the character of the Soimd,—^then the Reason is ‘ Inconclusive ’; because 
when a large Pit is dug in the ground, there appears the Cognition of ‘ large¬ 
ness ’ in the Akdaha contained within the Pit,—even though the ‘ largeness ’ 
does not belong to the Akdsha; in the same manner, in the case of Sound 
also,—^which is absolutely causeless, not being produced at all,—the Cogni¬ 
tion of greater or less intensity and the like would be due to the diversity 
in the articulations (that manifest the Sound),—even without the Sound itself 
having the said diverse characters. 

This is what is said in the words—‘ Consequently the illusory idea, etc. 

etc' 

Question ;—How is it known that the said idea is due to other circum¬ 
stantial conditions,—and the characters do not belong to Sound itself ? 

Anatuer :—‘ Largeness and smallness^ etc. etc'. —^What is meant by this is 
as follows :—^The man attributes the greater or less intensity, which really 
belongs to the Perception, to the Soimd, and thus falls into an illusion ; and 
it is not possible for the Sound itself to be large or small ; because it has been 
proved through Recognition that Soimd is one only. 
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The following might be urged:—^If there were no such diversity in the 
character of the object perceived, how could it appear in its Cognition 7 

The answer is—‘ Ae regards Perception^ it is fov/nd to he very keen^ etc, 
etc ,^—^In the case of the Jar, even though there is no diversity of characters, 
yet its Perception is more or less keen, on account of the largeness or smallness 
of the Light illumining it;—^in the same way, in the case of Soimd also, the 
diversity of ‘ T-ength ’, ‘ Shortness ’ and the like is due to the diversity in the 
character of the articulation,—even though there is no such diversity of 
character in the Word-Sound itself.—(2230-2233) 


The Mlmamsaka again proceeds to show that the Proposition that ‘ the 
Word-Sound is not-eternal ’ is annulled by the fact that the denotative or 
expressive potency of the Word cannot be explained otherwise (than by the 
Presumption of the eternality of the Word):— 


TEXT (2234). 

“Asa MATTER OF FACT, A WORD, WHOSE RELATIONSHIP TO ITS DENOTATION 
HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED, CAN NEVER BE EXPRESSIVE. If 

IT WERE SO EXPRESSIVE, THEN, EACH AND EVERY NEW 

Word could express its mbanino."— [Shhkavdrtiha — 
Eternality of Words, 242-243].—(2234) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Presumption that is here put forward is itself based upon another 
Presumption : For instance, the expressive Potency of the Word is proved 
by the Presumption that Verbal Cognition cannot be explained except on 
that basis;—and this Potency cannot be explained except on the basis of 
the eternality of the Word ; hence this Presumption is based upon the previous 
Presumption. 

This same idea is expounded in detail in the Text —^where it is shown 
that the Word by itself cannot be expressive if its relationship with its denota¬ 
tion has not been apprehended. 

‘ If it were so expressive, etc, etcJ* ;—^if the word, whose relationship to 
the denotation has not been already apprehended, were expressive of its 
meaning,—then even a new word,—^never heard before,—could express 
its meaning; for instance, words like ‘ Cow ’, etc. in the case of the in¬ 
habitants of the Ndrikila-dvipa (the Coconut-Isle) (who are not cognisant of 
such words).—(2234) 

Says the Opponent—^As regards the argument just set forth, there is 
no dispute at all; hence it is superfluous; as a matter of fact, there is no 
one who holds that any meaning is expressed by a Word whose connection 
with such meaning has not been alreewiy known. But the question is—^In 
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what way does this fact of the relationship of the Word being known prove 
its etemdlity ? 

The Mlm&maaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2235). 

“The cognition of such belationship of the Wobd (to its 
meaning) could not be possible if the Wobd wbbb not- 

ETEBNAL ; BECAUSE, IF THE COGNITION OF THAT BELATIONSHIP 
IS ADMITTED, IT CEBTAINLY PBOVES THE EXISTENCE OF 
THE Wobd at some othbb time also.’*— [Shloka- 
vdrtika —Etebnauty of Wobds, 243-244].— 

(2235) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relationship between the Word and what is denoted by it can be 
established only when both are present before the man ;—and it is only when 
thus made that it could be cognised at a later time. All this could not be 
possible if the Word perished as soon as it was produced. 

This is what is meant by the words—‘ It would not he possible if the Word 
were not-eternal \ 

If then, it is admitted that the Word existed at the time, then the idea 
of its having existed at other times becomes irresistible ; as that would not be 
incompatible with the facts. This has been thus stated—‘ If it exists during 
that time, who can destroy it later on ? *— (Text 2139— Shlokavdrtika — 
Etemality of Words, 366). 

It might be argued that—^It may be that the Word exists at the time 
that the relationship (with its denotation) is set up; but later on, it would 
perish of itself. 

The Mtmdmsakd^s answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2236). 

“ If the belationship has been becognised with one Wobd, any 
otheb Wobd cannot be expbessive of that meaning (whose 

belationship has been cognised with anotheb Word). Fob 

EXAMPLE, WHEN THE RELATIONSHIP HAS BEEN RECOGNISED 
WITH THE WORD ‘ CoW THAT DOES NOT MAKE THE 

WORD ‘Horse’ EXPRESSIVE (of that meaning)”.— 
[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 

244-245].—(2236) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ WUh one word ’—^i.e. with the Word that existed at the time that the 
Convention was set up fixing its denotation. 



1053 


THE BEVEALED WORD.” 

The rest is easily understood.—(2236) 

The following Text anticipates and answers an argument of the 
Opponent;— 

TEXT (2237). 

“ Ip IT BE URGED THAT—‘ THAT OTHER WOBD ALSO (WHICH DID NOT EXIST 
AT THE TIME OF THE CONVENTION) MAY BE EXPRESSIVE THROUGH 

ITS OWN INHERENT APTITUDE —THEN, IN THAT CASE, IN THE 
ABSENCE OP ANY FIXED RULE, THERE COULD BE NO CER¬ 
TAINTY AS TO WHICH IS THE WORD THAT IS REALLY 
EXPRESSIVE. ” — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality op 
Words, 245-246].—(2237) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Other Word *—i.e. if the Word that exists at the time of its use is held 
to be expressive, through its own inherent aptitude, like the Word that 
existed at the time of the Convention;—that cannot be right; because in 
the absence of a fixed rule, there could be no certainty as to which Word is 
expressive of which meaning.—(2237) 

Says the Opponent—How do you say that there can be no certainty, 
when, as a matter of fact, it is clearly ascertained that it is by its inherent 
aptitude that the word expresses its meaning ? 

The Mlrndmaaka^ 8 answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2238). 

Ip the use of Words be assumed to be based upon actual 
expi?rience as to wmoH Word brings about the cognition (of 

A CERTAIN thing),—THIS MAY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF THE 
HEARERS OF THE WORD ; IT CANNOT DO SO FOR THOSE WHO 
USE THE Word.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of 
Words, 246-247].—(2238) 

COMMENTARY. 

True ; what has been asserted would bring about certainty in the minds 
of the hearers—as to a certain Word being expressive of a particular thing ; 
because they may have a certain cognition arising on the hearing of the 
Word. But this will not be possible for those who use the Word; because 
they do not derive any cognition of anything from that Word ; as they use 
that Word for the purpose of bringing about the cognition for the hearers 
only. Under the circumstances, how could there be any certainty in the 
minds of the persons using the Word ?—(2238) 


The same idea is further explained— 
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TEXT (2239). 

“ Without knowing with obbtainty (what Wobd bxfbbssbs what) 

HOW COULD THB USBB MAKE UP HIS MIND AT THE OUTSET AS TO 
WHICH Wobd he should use ? If, on the othbb hand, 

HE DOES KNOW IT, THEN IT MUST HAVE BEEN 
KNOWN TO HIM FBOM BEFOBE.”—[jSAfofe*- 

vdrtika — ^Etebnality of Wobds, 

247-248].—(2239) 

COMMENTARY. 

The first objection applies to the view that the user does not definitely 
know (the Word as having a definite meaning). Under the other view, that 
he does know it at the time of using it,—it necessarily follows that the Word 
must have been known to him from before (as expressive of that meaning) 
which establishes its permanence. This is what is meant by the words 
‘ If, on the other hand, etc. etc.’ —(2239) 

Says the Opponent—^The light of the lamp, even when newly lit, 
illumines the object; similarly the Word also would express its meaning 
(when heard and used for the first time). 

The MitnSmsaka’s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2240). 

“ Light is auxiuaby to the Pbbception ; hence, even when newly 

LIT, IT ILLUMINES THINGS ; [NOT SO THB WoBD].—[If IT BE UBGEO 
THAT] IN THE CASE OF THB WOBD THE COMPBEHENSION OF THE 
MEANING OF A CBBTAIN WOBD IS DUB TO ITS SIMILABITY TO 
ANOTHBB WELL-KNOWN WoBD ;— THEN THE ANSWBB 
IS THAT SO LONG AS THB SIMILABITY IS NOT BE- 
COGNISED, THB WOBD CANNOT BE EXFBESSIVE 

(of that meaning) ”.— [Shlokavdrtiica — 

Etbbnality of Wobds, 248-249]. 

—(2240) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Light is auxiliary to the Perception ’i.e. it is an appurtenance of the 
Perception; as a matter of fact, it becomes an auxiliary tb Perceptional 
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Cognition, by embellishing either the Object or the Sense-organ ; and as such, 
even when newly lit, it serves the purpose of illumining things. As regards 
the Word, on the other hand, directly it denotes only supersensuous things* 
and as such it cannot be an auxiliary to Perception. So that there is no 
analogy between the two cases. 

Or (the meaning of the Text may be as follows)—What is auxiliary to 
Perception illumines things independently of the idea of any connection 
between the two (the illuminator and the illuminated) e.g. the Eye;— 
Light is auxiliary to Perception;—Whence, even when newly lit, it illumines 
things ;—^Word, on the other hand, pertaining, as it does, to imperceptible 
things, is not auxiliary to Perception.—Hence there is a vast difference 
between the two cases (of the Lamp and of the Word), 

Says the Opponent—Even a new Word would express the meaning 
through its similarity to a previously-known Word. 

The answer is—‘ So long as the similarityy etc, etc, ’—So long as the 
Similarity has not been actually recognised, the expressiveness of the Word 
cannot be due to it; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2240) 


Then again, the recognition of similarity may rest awhile; as a matter 
of fact, no similarity is possible at all;—this is what is explained in the 
following:— 


TEXTS (2241-2242). 

Which particular individual Word would it be, through simi¬ 
larity TO which another Word would be assumed to be 
EXPRESSIVE ? All these Words would be equal, in so far as 
no one among them has its connection (with the meaning) pre¬ 
viously KNOWN.—^If it be held THAT—‘ THE WORD PERCEIVED 
(heard) first of all DID ACTUALLY HAVE A MEANING [AND THE 
EXPRESSIVENESS OP THE OTHERS WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THEIR 
SIMILARITY TO THAT WoRD] —^THEN (THE ANSWER IS)—^HOW COULD 
IT CONTINUE TO EXIST FOR SUCH A LONG TIME ? As A MATTER OF 
PACT, A Word is not comprehended as having a meaning until it 
HAS BEEN HEARD TWICE OR THRICE.”— [Shlokavdrtika —^Eternality 
OF Words, 249-250].—(2241-2242) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one Word has been admitted to be expressive, others could be 
assumed to be expressive on the ground of their similarity to that Word; 
but this is not possible; because all Words are equally recognised as 
connected with a meaning. 
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It might be argued that—‘ the first Word that was heard at the time of 
the fixing of the Convention, certainly had a meaning,—and all the rest 
would be similar to this one 

The answer to that is—‘ How could it, etc, etc ,'—How could that first 
Word—^heard previously—continue to exist during all this time when (ex- 
hypothesi) it must be destroyed as soon as produced. 

It might be asked—Even if the Word is destroyed as soon as it is uttered, 
—^why cannot it have a meaning ? 

The answer to that is—‘ A word is not, etc, etc ,'—That is, the con¬ 
nection between the Word and its Denotation is recognised only after 
repeated hearing of it.—(2241-2242) 


It might be argued that—on the hearing of other words of the same kind, 
that Word in question would become expressive of the meaning. 

The following Text shows that that is not possible :— 


TEXT (2243). 

‘‘ For persons who have not heard other Words (like it), the 
Word, at the time, must be meaningless (inexpressive) ; 

THAT THE SAME WORD WOULD BECOME EXPRESSIVE AS SOON 
AS THE MAN HAS HEARD OTHER WORDS, WOULD BE A 
WONDER INDEED ! — [Shlokavdrtilca —^Eternality 

OF Words, 251-252]—(2243) 

COMMENTARY. 

For those observers who have not heard other Words of the same kind,— 
the Word heard for the first time is not expressive of any meaning ; because 
* similarity * that rests on diversity is not there at the time.—^That the same 
Word, for those same observers,—^when they have heard other Words of the 
kind,—should become expressive would indeed be something extraordinary ! 
How could the two contradictory actions—of expressing and not-expressing — 
belong to one and the same (Word) ? 

The compound ‘ anyashrutlndm ’ is to be expounded as “ those persons 
who have had the ‘ ShrtUi ’, audition, hearing, of ‘ anya ’—other Words of 
the same kind ”.—(2243) 


Having thus proved that Words are eternal, on the ground that other¬ 
wise they could not be expressive, the Mimdmsaka now proceeds to prove 
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the same on the ground that otherwise no connection could be set up between 
the Word and its meaning :— 


TEXTS (2244-2245) 

“ No CONNECTION CAN BE SET UP WITHOUT PRONOUNCING THE WORD ; 

AND WHEN THE WORD PERISHES AS SOON AS IT IS PRONOUNCED, IT 

CAN HAVE NO NEED FOR ANY CONNECTION. CONSEQUENTLY, AS 

THE Word will have perished and would not have had 

ITS CONNECTION SET UP, THE FIRST WORD MUST BE 

inexpressive (meaningless) ; how then could 
THE subsequent WoRD ALSO, WHICH HAS HAD 
NO CONNECTION SET UP, BE RECOGNISED 
AS expressive ? ” — [Shlokavartika — 

Eternality of Words, 

256-258].—(2244-2245) 

COMMENTARY. 

First of all there is utterance of the Word,—^then the setting up of its 
connection (with its denotation),—^then its actual use, in practice;—such is 
the way in which Words are dealt with in actual practice. How could all 
this process be gone through if the Word perished immediately on being 
uttered, and as such how can it be open to any sequential operation ? It is 
not only that for what has perished, no connection can be set up ; there 
would not be any use in setting up any such connection; as it would not be 
present at the time of usage; and it is only for the purposes of use that 
Conventions (regarding words and their meanings) are set up. 

The words ‘ Consequently, etc. etc.* sum up the conclusion ; the com- 
poimd ‘ asambandkana^tatvdt ’ is to be explained as—‘ because it would be 
asambandha —without its connection set up,—and because it would be 
na^ta —^perished—the first word—that was there at the time of making the 
Convention,—^must be inexpressive 

It might be said that—‘ the Word appearing at the time of usage would 
be expressive 

The answer to that is—‘ How then could the subsequent Word, etc. etc.* — 
(2244-2245) 

It might be urged that—^if the successive utterance, etc. of the non¬ 
sequential Word is not possible,—^they may be simultaneous. 

The answer to this, from the Mimdmsaka, is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2246). 

“ The utterance op the Word, the settino up op its connection 

AND ITS USB,—AIX THIS PROCESS IS, BY ITS VERY NATURE, SUC¬ 
CESSIVE ; HOW COULD ANY ONE PERPORM ALL THIS SIMUL¬ 
TANEOUSLY ? ”— [SKlohavariika —Etebnauty op Words, 
268-269].—(2246) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Utterance of the Word, (2) the setting up of its connection, (3) 
actual usage,—all these three acta are, by their very nature, such as can be 
done only one after the other; and it is absolutely impossible to do them all 
at the same time. And when there is no simultaneity, there can be no setting 
up of the Connection. If succession were waited for, that would mean that 
the Word continues to exist for some time (other than the one at which it is 
produced).—(2240) 


The Mimamsaka reaffirms his view in the following:— 


TEXTS (2247-2248). 

“ For THOSE persons who live at dipperbnt times and places, etc. 
—^PRIOR to the hearing OP OTHER WORDS—THERE CANNOT BE 
EVEN ONE SUCH WORD AS HAD ITS CONNECTION SET UP.—EVBN 
IP THE IDEA BE THAT THE CONNECTION IS ‘ asserted ’ (NOT 
SET UP OR CREATED),—THE REPUTATION OP THAT ALSO 
WOULD BE THE SAME ; AS NO SUCH ‘ ASSERTION ’ 

IS POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
PERISHED, OB WHAT IS NON-EXISTENT, OB 
WHAT EXISTS ONLY AT THE PRESENT 
MOMENT — [SUokavartika — 

Etbbnality OP Words, 

260-261].—(2247-2248)] 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ Sdi ‘ etcetera ’, includes the states of childhood, youth and 
BO forth. 
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‘ Prior to *—^this has to be construed with ‘ hearing of other Words \ 

* Perished^ etc. etc .'—‘ what has perished ’—^i.e. the past ;—‘ what is non* 
existent *—^the future ; with regard to these two no ‘ assertion of connection ’ 
can be made, because they are non-existent at the time ;—as regards * what 
exists ’—^i.e. the present^ which is being uttered,—^that also perishes imme¬ 
diately ; how could it continue to exist till the setting up of the Connection ? 
-(2247-2248) 

The same idea is further explained :— 


TEXTS (2249-2251). 

“Which Word would it be which the Speaker would speak op to 

THE Hearer, as being expressive op meaning,—^when he is 

UNABLE TO UTTER THE WORD THAT HAS BEEN HEARD PREVIOUSLY ? 

—He cannot SPEAK OP THE WORD AS EXPRESSIVE. He MIGHT 

SPEAK OP IT AS similar ; but, in that case, it would not be possible 

FOR THE Hearer to recognise it as similar to that expressive 

Word ; because he has never heard that original expressive 

Word ; while the new Word that he hears is not expressive. 

And when the man who is a Speaker now becomes the Hearer 

AT A LATER TIME, THE SAME DIFFICUI.TIES WOULD APPEAR.”— 

[Shlokavdrtiha — ^Etbrnality of Words, 261-264].—(2249-2251) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Speaker cannot speak of the previously heard Word, to the Hearer, 
because it has perished already; the Word that he does speak to him,—^that 
he cannot prove to be expressive; because this Word has not yet had any 
connection set up in regard to itself. 

It might be possible that he might speak of it as similar to the expressive 
Word.—But that also is not possible.—^This is what is explained in the words— 
"But in that case^ etc. etc.' —What is desired in this connection is not similarity 
to anything, but similarity to the expressive Word ; and that is not possible. 
If the Hearer had heard any expressive Word, then the similarity could be 
pointed out to him ; as a matter of fact, however, the Hearer has not heard 
the expressive Word at the time that the Convention regarding its meaning 
was set up ; hence what has been suggested is not possible. 

It might bo urged that the Word that is being spoken of to him by the 
Speaker might be expressive. 

The answer to that is—‘ The now Word that he hears is not expressive ' ;— 
the Word that is being uttered at the moment is not expressive; because 
no connection has been set up in relation to it; as has been already pointed 
out. 
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* When the man who is the Speaker^ etc, etc ,'*—^What is meant by this is 
that when the present Speaker, in his return, becomes the Hearer,—^then 
all these difficulties would affect him also,—i.e. all those difficulties just shown 
under Text 2260. 

Thus then, for all Speakers, there can be no expressive Word at all;— 
this is the upshot of the whole argument.—(2249-2251) 

The following Text sums up the Mlmdmaaka^s position :— 


TEXT (2252). 

“ For all these reasons, the connection between the Word and 

ITS MEANING SHOULD BE ACCEPTED AS ETERNAL ; IT CANNOT BE 
BASED UPON CONVENTION ; AS THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
IN ANY WAY.”— (2252) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Te^xi^ the Mimdmsaka sets forth the view opposed to his 
own— 


TEXT (2253). 

‘ The REQUISITE CAPACITY DOES NOT BELONG TO THE Denoter (Word) 
AND THE Denoted (meaning), by themselves ; the idea that 

PEOPLE DERIVE FROM WORDS IS DUE TO CONVENTION ;—JUST AS 

in the case of the winking of THE Eye.’ — [Shloka^ 
vdrtika — 8ambandhdk§epaparihdra, 12].—(2253) 

COMMENTARY. 

As between the Denotative Word and the Denoted meaning, there is 
no such capacity inherent in their very nature, by virtue of which one is 
denotative and the other denoted. 

Question: —How then is any idea deduced from the Word ? 

Answer :—‘ The idea that people^ etc, etc,* —^When the causal potency of 
something is such that it stands in need of Convention, then that cannot be 
its natural potency or capacity ;—for example, some idea is derived from the 
winking of the Eye ;—the causal potency of the Word in bringing about the 
notion of its meaning is dependent upon Convention;—hence here we find 
something contrary to a wider term. 

What the Opponent does here is to refute the objections that have been 
urged by the Mhndmsaka against the conclusion that ‘ Words are not-eternal ’. 
—(2253) 
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The answer to the above (from the Mimdmaaka) is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2254-2255). 

“ Is THIS Convention made for each individual mortal being ? Or 

FOR BACH UTTERANCE OF THE WORD ? Or ONLY ONCE AT THE 

BEGINNING OF THE WoRLD, BY SOME ONE PERSON ?—DOBS 
THE CONNECTION ALSO (OF THE WORD WITH ITS DENOTATION) 

DIFFER WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL ? Or IS IT ONE ONLY, 

FOR ALL ?—If it is ONE, IT CANNOT BE ARTI¬ 
FICIAL ;—^IF IT IS DIFFERENT WITH EACH, 

THERE SHOULD BE SOME IDEA OF THIS 
DIFFERENCE. ’ *— [Shlokavdrtika — Sam- 
bandhdk^epaparihdra, 13-14].— 

(2254-2255) 

OOMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Convention ’ is in the form ‘ this (Word) is the name of this thing 
(object denoted) ’ ;—for the purpose of comprehension, it could be set up 
either (a) for each individual i>erson,—or (6) for each utterance and use by 
each person,—or (c) it would be set up aimlessly once only, at the beginning 
of the world—at the time of creation—by some one Person—an ordainor, in 
the shape of God.—These three alternatives are possible. 

‘ Does the Connection also, etc, etcJ* —^The connection also between the 
Word and its Denotation,—when it is set up,—would it sometimes differ 
with each living being ? Or would it bo one only ?—^This is another point 
for consideration. 

If it were one only, it would, like the ‘ Universal ’, continue to 
remain through all variations of time and place, and as such it could not be 
‘ artificial ’ ; that is, it would be eternal. 

If, on the other hand, it is different with each living being,—having a 
different character for each person,—then it would follow that there should 
be cognition of its difference (and diversity); as diversity in Cognition is 
always based upon diversity of what is cognised. As a matter of fact, in 
the case of the words, ‘ Cow ’ and the rest, even after the word has been 
used hundreds of times, there is no cognition of any difference ; as is clear 
from the fact that in usage it is always regarded as one and the same.— 
(2264-2255) 

Further, if the Connection is different with each person, then there 
must be cognition of difference, and this would put an end to all use of the 
Word. This is what is shown in the following :— 

21 
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TEXT (2266). 

** As THEBE WOULD BE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE IDEAS OF THE SPEAKER 

AND THE Hearer (in regard to the Connection),—the use of 
THE Word would become vitiated ; as the idea of the 
Connection in the Mind of the Speaker would be 

ONE, WHILE THAT IN THE MIND OF THE HeABEB WOULD 
BE TOTALLY DIFFERENT — [Shhkavdrtika — Sam- 
bandMk^epaparihdra, 21-22]. — (2256) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Difference between the ideas *—^The complete phrase should be ‘ difference 
between the Connection that forms the object of the ideas ’.—^Hence the sense 
comes to be this :—^The object, the matter, that figures in the ideas of the 
Speaker and the Hearer,—being different, there could be no usage based 
upon the idea of the denotation (of the Word) being one and the same. 
Question : —^Why so ? 

Answer :—* As the connection in the mind, etc, etc,^ 

The Mlmdmsaka now takes up the view that ‘ the Convention is made 
for each mortal being ’ (the first alternative, under Text 2254); and points 
out the defect in it:— 


TEXTS (2257-2263). 

‘ For the purpose of setting up the connection for the benefit 
OF the Hearer,—which ‘ connection ’ could the Speaker have 
recourse to ?—^The Connection which he has perceived before, 
—thai HE cannot SET UP FOR THE HeABEB ; WHILE THE NEW ONE 
that he might set up has never been actually found to be 

EXPRESSIVE. If IT BE ARGUED THAT—‘ THE SAME ARGU¬ 

MENTS APPLY TO THE JaR AND SUCH THINGS ALSO —THEN THE 
ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE IN THE CASE OP THESE WHAT 
IS RECOGNISED IS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL WHOSE EXISTENCE HAS BEEN 
ALREADY ESTABLISHED ;—EVEN AS REGARDS THE ‘ INDIVIDUAL ’ 
(Jar), THAT INDIVIDUAL WHICH HAS BEEN PERCEIVED TO BE EFFI¬ 
CIENT CANNOT BE SET UP ; WHILE THAT INDIVIDUAL WHICH MAY BE 
SET UP HAS NOT BEEN FOUND TO BE EFFICIENT IN BRINGING ABOUT 
ITS EFFECT.—^EvEN WITH ALL THIS, HOWEVER, IN THE CASE OF 
UTTERANCES, THE POTENCY OR EFFICIENCY HAS BEEN RECOGNISED 
ON THE BASIS OP THE ‘ CONFIGURATION ’ (i.E. THE ‘ UNIVERSAL *). 

— ^Tms ‘ Universal * can have no beginning ; but your ‘ Con¬ 
nection * has BEGINNING.—^If, IN CONNECTION WITH THAT (CONNBC- 
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tion) also, you admit of an eternal ‘ Universal ’ (Com¬ 
monalty),—^THBN OUR VIEW OF THE MATTER BECOMES ESTABLISHED. 

But even so, there cannot be a dual form. As a matter of 
FACT, THE ‘ Connection * is only a kind of Potervcy ; and of this 
no diversity is perceived ; it is always inferred from 
ITS effects, and as such, it follows the diversity in the 
EFFECTS.— In fact THE POTENCY IS ALWAYS PRESUMED ON THE 
basis of the fact of SOMETHING WELL-KNOWN NOT BEING OTHER¬ 
WISE EXPLICABLE *, AND WHEN THIS PURPOSE (OF EXPLAINING) HAS 
BEEN ACCOMPLISHED BY THE PRESUMPTION OF one POTENCY, THEBE 
CAN BE NO JUSTIFICATION FOR ASSUMING SEVERAL — [Shhkavdrtika 

— 8ambandhdk§epaparihdra, 22-29]. — (2257-2263) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Thai, he cannot set up for the Hearer ’;—because it has perished (accord¬ 
ing to the Opponent). 

‘ Has never been found to be expressive \ —because it has never been 
perceived before. 

‘ In the case of the Jar and other things \—By putting forward this 
incongruity, the Opponents mean to suggest the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character 
of the Mimdmsaka's Reason. What is meant is that what has been urged is 
applicable to the case of the Jar, etc. also; for instance, the Jar that has 
been actually found to be efficient in accomplishing an effective action cannot 
be made again, because it perished as soon as produced ; while the one that is 
made now has never been actually found to bo efficient. 

The answer to this is—‘ It is not so ; because in the case of these, etc, etc,\— 

‘ It is not so ’ denies the Opponent’s assertion.—Why is it not so f—Because 
the ‘ Universal ’ has been established. 

This same idea is further clarified—‘ Even with regard to the Individual, 
etc, etc,\ —Even though the individual Jar has had its efficiency perceived 
in the past in the fetching of water, yet that individual cannot be made 
again; as it has come and perished; while the one that is made now, its 
capacity for effective action has not yet been ascertained.—^Even so, the 
capacity for effective action is taken for granted in all individuals, on the 
basis of the ‘ Universal * (Commonalty). 

How so ? 

‘ This can have no beginning,’* —‘ This * stands for the ‘ Universal *. 
In some places the reading is * na cha tasyddimaUd, etc,' the meaning of which 
is as follows :—Of the efficiency to briny about effects like water-fetching and the 
like, there is no beginning in time ; because the ‘ universal ’ is always eternal; 
and it is absolutely non-different from its substrata (in the shape of the 
Individuals); as declared in the words—‘ The Universal has no existence 
apart from the Individual 

Says the Opponent—* The Connection (between Word and Meaning) also 
may be similarly regarded as eternal, on the basis of the Universal *. 
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The answer to this is that that cannot be right; this is what is explained 
in the words—‘ But your connection has beginning *. 

Further, if you admit of the eternal ‘ Universal ’ in the case of the 
Connection between the Word and its moaning,—^in that case it becomes 
established that there is an entity that is eternal; and this is exactly our view. 

It might be urged that that fact (of eternality) does not become established 
in connection with the Word, which is the matter under consideration. 

The answer to that is—‘ BiU even so, there cannot be a dual form ’ ;—the 
‘ two forms ’ consisting of the ‘ Connection ’ and the ‘ Universal ’ ; only one 
form is possible, not the Universal ; because the ‘ Universal ’ subsists in 
several individuals ; while the ‘ Connection ’ is one only. 

Question: —How do you know that the Connection is one only ? 

Anstuer :—‘ As a matter of fact, the Connection is only a kind of Potency, 
etc, etc,^ —^The ‘ Connection ’ is not an3'thing different from the Potency, 

Questiori: —^What if that is so ? 

Answer :—‘ And of this no diversity is perceived —‘ Diversity ’— 
pluirality. 

Question : —Why is it not perceived ? 

Ansiver :—‘ It is alivays inferred from its effects *;—that is, in all cases, 
it can only be inferred from the effects it produces ; as declared in the words— 
‘ Potencies of all things can bo proved only by the fact of their effects no^ 
being otherwise explicable*.—It is for this reason that the Potency only follow^^ 
the diversity of its effects ; that is, when it gives rise to any notion Of 
diversity regarding itself, it is only in accordance with the diversity of its 
effects ; that is to say, on the ground tliat there can be no idea of diversity in 
the Potency unless there is diversity in its effects.—In the case in question, 
there is no diversity in the effect. Because the effect (in the case of the 
Words) consists only in the bringing about of the particular cognition ; and 
this cognition could be based either upon the Word or upon the Object (denoted 
by it). There is no diversity in the former; because the Word is always 
recognised as the same. Nor can there be diversity in the cognition based 
upon the Object; because even when the word ‘ Cow ’ has been uttered 
hundreds of times, the cognition produced is never of any other kind (save 
that of the Cow), 

The upshot of the whole is stated in the words—‘ In fact, the Potency, etc, 
etc,' —It is because the cognition of the meaning (denotation of the object, 
is not otherwise explicable that the Potency of the ‘ Denoted and Denoter * 
is presumed ; and as this purpose is accomplished by a single Potency, the 
assumption of several Potencies is absolutely useless. 

Nor can the diversity of the Potency be inferred on the basis of the 
fact of denotation not being otherwise explicable; all that this fact 
can indicate is mere Potency (not its diversity), —(2257-2263) 


The following texts proceed to show that for the following reason also 
the notion of the Connection being made cannot be right, and consequently, 
the Coxmection must be eternal:— 
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TEXTS (2264-2266). 

‘‘ At the time that the Connection is asserted, ip the word ‘ Cow * 
IS uttered, some people, being cognisant op the Connection, 

COMPREHEND THE MEANING,—WHILE OTHERS DO NOT DO SO, CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY, IP, AT ANY TIME, THE CONNECTION WERE NON-EXISTENT, 
NO ONE WOULD COMPREHEND ITS MEANING.—It MAY BE ARGUED 
THAT—‘ IP THE CONNECTION WERE THERE, ALL MEN WOULD COM¬ 
PREHEND IT —But that is not possible ; because (even though 
thebe) the Connection may not be known to certain persons.’’ 
— [Shlokavdriika — Sambandhdkaepaparihdra, 30-31].— (2264-2266) 

COMMENTARY. 

When some one says ‘ This Cow should not be touched with the foot 
some people, having been cognisant of the Connection of Denoted and Denoter 
between the word and the particular animal, comprehend the object, through 
that Connection ; while others who are not cognisant of the Connection com¬ 
prehend only the verbal form, not its meaning. Such being the case, if the 
Connection were not a real entity, then all men, experienced in usage, would 
be unable to comprehend the meaning. Because the same thing cannot 
have the two mutually contradictory characters of being existent and non- 
existent. From this it follows that the Connection must be there permanently. 

Says the Opponent—‘ If the Connection is always there, then how is it 
that all men do not have the comprehension of the meaning at all times ? ’ 
The Mhndmsaka anticipates this objection and supplies the detailed 
answer to it, in the words—‘ If the Connection were there, etc, etc,\ —‘ That 
is not possible, etc,' sets aside the objection. 

Why so ? 

‘ Because the Connection may not be known to certain persons,' —(2264-2265) 

Says the Opponent—‘ Even if the Connection is not known (to some 
persons), why should it not bring about its own effects ? Even though 
hidden in the holes of the Threshing Yard, the seed does not relinquish its 
own function of producing the sprout 

The Mlmdmsaka's answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2266). 

‘‘ The Connection is only an indicator ; hence (por its functioning) 
it stands in NEED OF BEING COGNISED ITSELF; IT IS FOR THIS REASON 
THAT, THOUGH PRESENT, IT DOBS NOT DO THE indicating UNTIL 
IT IS ITSELF COGNISED.”— [SMokavdrtika — Sambandhd- 
kaepaparihdra, 32].—(2266) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of the Indicator is different from that of the Producer; the 
Word, like the Smoke, is only an Indicator, not a producer, like the seed. 
Hence the objection raised is not applicable.—(2266) 
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Says the Opponent—It is not possible for the same thing to have the 
two contradictory characters of being existent and being nan-eocistent. * 
similarly it cannot be right for the same thing to be both known and rwt 
known. If there is no incompatibility between these two, why should there 
be incompatibility between existence and non-existence ? 

The Mimdmsaka^s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2267-2269). 

“It is often found that though a certain thing exists, it is 
not kwywn ; but it is never found by any person that what is 
ABSOLUTELY uou-existent IS existent ; because existence and non. 
existence being mutually contradictory, cannot belong to the 
same thing. There is no such contradiction between being 
known and being not known ; because knowledge subsists in the 
cognisant person \ and as personalities vary, there is no 
incompatibility ; hence the absence of knowledge, as residing 
IN one person, does not become excluded (by the premnce of 
knowledge, in another person).— [Shlokavdrtika — Sambandhd- 
kfepaparihdra, 33-35].—(2267-2269) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is incompatible for two mutiially contradictory properties to reside 
in the same thing,—not when they reside in different things. As regards 
being known and being not knovm ,—these reside in different persons; hence 
there can be no incongruity in this. The same cannot be said of existence 
and rwn-existence, which have been held (by the Opponent) to reside in the 
same thing (the Connection). Such, in brief, is the sense of the argument.— 
(2267-2269) 

Says the Opponent—In the case of the two characters of J^eiisg known 
and being not-known ^—^these two also imply the mutually contradictory 
characters of existence and non-existence as residing in the same substratum 
[it being the Object that has the characters of being known and being not- 
known, even though the knowledge resides in the men]; hence the said incon¬ 
gruity vitiates this view also. Because the cognition and non-cognition of 
things are invariably concomitant with their existence and non-existence ; 
because they are based upon these; if it is not so, then it behoves you to 
explain why when two persons are standing upon equally suitable places, 
one sees the thing while the other does not. 

In anticipation of this argument, the Mimdmsaka says^;— 
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TEXT (2270). 

“ The white object standing before persons some op whom are 

BLIND AND THE OTHERS ARE NOT,—^THB OBJECT IS NOT SEEN BY THOSE 
WHO ARE BLIND, WHILE IT IS SEEN BY THOSE WHO ARB NOT ; 

BUT THIS DOES NOT MAKE THE OBJECT existent AND WOn- 
exietent . * *— [Shlokavdrtika — 8ambandhdk§epa'parihdra , 

37].—(2270) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Colour present before two persons—of whom one is blind and the 
other not so,—^is actually seen only by one whose vision is perfect, and 
not by the other ; and even for these men, this fact does not make the Colour 
existent (for the one) and non-existerU (for the other).—^The same would 
be the case with the Connection also.—(2270) 

In order to meet the question as to what is the cause of this,—^the 
Mlmdmaaka offers the following explanation :— 


TEXT (2271). 

“ There is no incompatibility in this case, because there is 

DIVERSITY IN THE CAPACITY AND INCAPACITY OP MEN. In THE 

CASE IN QUESTION (OF WORDS) ALSO, THERE IS NO CAUSE OF 
THE PERCEPTION (OP THE MEANING), OTHER THAN THE 
Connection. * *— [Shlokavdrtika — SamJbandhd- 
k^epaparihdra, 38].—(2271) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows:—^Mere existence is not the cause of a thing 
being perceived; the cause of it lies in the capacity of the perceiving man; 
it is for this reason that even when the thing is existent, its non-perception 
by some one who is devoid of the capacity to perceive it, does not involve 
any incongruity ; hence ‘ non-cognition ’ cannot be said to be invariably 
concomitant with non-existence. 

Says the Opponent—If that is so, then, even when the Connection (of 
the Word and its meaning) is not there, the cognition or non-cognition of 
the meaning by men would be determined by the presence and absence of 
the capacity in the men ; so that it all stands on the same footing. 

The answer to this is—‘ There is no canse, etc, etc,\ —^That is, the cogni* 
tion of the meaning always follows from the cognition of the Connection.— 
‘ Other ’ goes with ‘ cause 

‘ Of the perception ’—^i.e. of the apprehension of the meaning of the 
Word. 

‘ Darshanasya ’—the Genitive is to be construed with ‘ h^h \ 
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In ‘ Sambandhdt \ the Ablative is to be construed with ‘ anyah *. 

‘ In the case in question ’—i.e. in the matter of the usage relating to 
Words and their meanings. 

Other people take the first half of the text itself as providing the reason 
demanded by the Opponent, and explain the term ‘ Sambandhdt *, as ‘ apart 
from the capacities of men ’; and ‘ atra ’ as standing for the ‘ white object * 
spoken of above.—(2271) 

In the following Texiy the Mtmdmaaka sums up the argument as hearing 
upon the matter under discussion :— 


TEXT (2272). 

“ Thus then, the ‘ knowledge of usage ’ stands on the same footing 

AS THE SENSE-ORGANS ; SO THAT THOSE WHO HAVE THE SAID KNOW¬ 
LEDGE APPREHEND THE MEANING, WHILE OTHERS, NOT HAVING 
THE SAID KNOWLEDGE, DO NOT APPREHEND IT,—^JUST 
AS THE BLIND MAN (BEING DEVOID OF THE VISUAL 
ORGAN, DOES NOT APPREHEND CoLOUR).”— 
[Shlokavdrtika — Samhandhdk^epaparihdra, 39], 

—(2272) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ ijyavahdra \ ‘ usage \ here stands for the Connection between 
the word and its meaning, in the sense that it is on the basis of this that words 
are used—‘ vyavahriyate asmdi *;—^the ‘ Knowledge * of this Connection, 
stands on the same footing as the sense-organs; for instance, those aloiie 
who have the sense-organ perceive the object,—while those who have not 
do not perceive it even though the object is there ; similarly, those who have 
the knowledge of the Connection comprehend the meaning from the Word, 
while those who do not have that knowledge do not comprehend it, even 
though the Connection is there ;—so really there is perfect analogy between 
the two cases.—(2272) 

[Under the view that the Connection of the Word with its meaning was 
created, set up at a certain time, by a certain person] it has to be explained, 
who the Person was who created the Connection and to whom he com¬ 
municated it.—^It cannot be right to say that the man learns it by himself ; 
as the same might be said regarding others also.—^If it was communicated to 
the present man by some one else,—^then it should have been communicated 
to that man also by some one else,—^then, in that case, there being no begin¬ 
ning, the Connection must be regarded as eternal. 

This is shown by the Mlmdmsaka in the following:— 
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TEXT (2273). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, FOR ALL PERSONS IGNORANT (OF THE CONNECTION), 

THE Connection becomes known through long-continued 

TRADITION,—AND THERE HAS BEEN NO BEGINNING OF 

THE Connection.”— (2273) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—^The Connection between 
the Word and its meaning must be regarded as preceded by the usage of 
elderly people,—because it is a Connection ,—like Connections of the present 
time,—the Connection under dispute is also a Connection ; hence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things.—(2273) 


Having thus established the conclusion that it is not possible for the 
Convention to be sot up with regard to each mortal being (the first alternative 
suggested in Text 2264),—the Mlmdmaaica proceeds to reject the other 
alternative (suggested there) that it is set up in reference to each utterance. 

TEXTS (2274-2277). 

” Convention in regard to each utterance cannot be made by 
USAGE.— At the time of the beginning OF THE CREATION, THEBE 
COULD NOT BE ANY SUCH ACTION ; AND NO SUCH TIME IS ADMITTED 
BY US. ’ ’— [Shlokavdriika — SambandhM^epaparihdra , 42].— ^The 

VIEW HELD BY US IS THAT THE WoRLD WAS NEVER OTHERWISE 
THAN WHAT IT IS NOW.—As FOR THE ‘ UNIVERSAL DISSOLUTION ’, 
IT CANNOT BE KNOWN THAT THERE CAN BE ANY SUCH IN REALITY. 

In FACT ‘ Dissolution ’ may be a name for the Night only, 
WHEN THERE IS cessation of all activity ; the Day in that case would 
be ‘ Creation because all sorts of activity proceed at that 
TIME. Or ‘ Dissolution ' may be there in the form of TifE 
Destruction of particulm countries or Destrttctton of particiti.ar 
families.—There is no evidence for any such Dissolution as 
CONSISTS in THE DESTRUCTION OF ALL THINGS.”— (2274-2277) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By usage ’—i.e. through the setting up of usage ; what is meant is that, 
otherwise, there could be no setting up of the usage prior to the setting up 
of the Connection. 

It has been asserted that the Connection could have been S63t up either 
at the beginning of Creation or it might be set up in the present. This is 
rebutted by the words—‘ At the time, etc, etc ,'—‘ Such time ’—i.e. the time 
of the dissolution of the world, when there would be no connecrt-ion between 
words and meanings. 
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‘ Otherwise than what it is ’;—^i.o. in the state of the utter annihilation of 
all things ;—^as there is no evidence for this. 

Question :—How then do people speak of the ‘ Dissolution ’ ? 

Answer :—‘ As for Universal Dissolution^ etc. etc .';—‘ cannot be knoum *— 
by people :—‘ in reality ’ what is meant is that an assumed destruction of all 
things may not be denied. 

These assumptions are exemplified—‘ Dissolution may he the name for 
Night only ’. 

Question :—Why is not the real ‘ Dissolution ’ admitted ? 

Answer :—‘ There is no evidence^ etc. etc .'—(2274-2277) 

Granting that there is real ‘ Dissolution *;—even so, as at that time, 
there would be no creative Person, in the shape of God, who has not entirely 
lost his memory, intuition and other faculties,—no setting up of t he Connection 
would be possible. 

This is shown in the following:— 


TEXT (2278). 

*'As A MATTER OF FACT THERE CAN BE NO ETERNAL CREATOR AND 

Destroyer, in the shape of God or any such Being, who, 

NOT HAVING LOST HIS MEMORY, COULD SET UP THE 

Connection.”— (2278) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There can be, etc. etc .'—Because the possibility of any such Being has 
been repudiated in detail.—(2278) 

In the following texts^ the Mlmdmsaka anticipates the objections of the 
Opponent— 


TEXT (2279). 

[Says the Opponent]—‘ [Even though the Letters may be eternal] 
THE arrangement (ORDER) OF THE LETTERS CANNOT BE ETERNAL ;— 
CONSEQUENTLY WHAT IS expvessive CANNOT BE ETERNAL. 

Because what is regarded as expressive is the W&rd ; 

AND the idea of THE WORD IS DEPENDENT UPON 
the said order (of Letters) — [Shlokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 278].—(2279) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Word is held (by the Mimdmsaka) to consist of the definite arrange¬ 
ment of the Letters,—not of any such single entity as the ‘ Sphot^a * [which, 
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according to the Grammarian, is what, in the case of every Word, is really 
the entity representing the whole Word, which expresses the meaning];— 
and as the arrangement or order of the Lett-ers is always dependent upon the 
whim of man (the Speaker), it cannot be eternal; and in this way the Letters 
also must be regarded as non-eternal; because the ‘ arrangement ’ is not 
anything different from the Letters. 

How so ? 

‘ Because what is regarded as expressitte, etc. etcJ* —It is the Word, con¬ 
sisting of the Letters, that is regarded to be expressive ; because the idea of 
‘ Word ’ is due to the particular arrangement of the Letters, not to any such 
other entity as the ‘ Sphofa *;—and the arrangement is due to human agency. 
—(2279) 

The same idea is further explained— 


TEXTS (2280-2281). 

“ [The Opponent conttnfes]—‘ As, according to yof, the Letters 

ARE ALL-PERVADING, ANY PARTICULAR ARRANGEMENT CANNOT BE 

INHERENT IN THEMSELVES ; BECAUSE THE ARRANGEMENT IS THE 
PRODUCT OP ARTICULATION WHICH IS NOT-ETERNAL,—^IT 
MUST, ON THAT ACCOUNT, BE NON-ETERNAL.—FURTHER, 

THE SAID ARRANGEMENT MUST BE DEPENDENT 
UPON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, AS IT OWES 
ITS APPEARANCE TO HIS DESIRE TO SPEAK. 

Thus the eternaltty of the Letters 

WOULD BE USELESS FOR YOU — 

[ShlokavdrUka —Eternality 
OF Words, 279-280]. 

-(2280-2281) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to you—Mlmdmsakas —Letters are all-pervading ; hence 
there can be no order or arrangement among them, in relation to space ; nor 
can it be in relation to time, Iwcause they are eternal; hence it could be 
there only as due to the articulation that manifests them ;—and as this 
articulation is not eternal, what is due to it must also be non-etomal. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—‘ What is due to some¬ 
thing non-eternal must l)e non-etemal,—o.g. the Jar;—the order of the 
Letters is due to something non-etemal; hence this is a reason based upon the 
nature of things.* 
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. Then again, what comes about through the man’s * desire to speak ’ 
must be treated by the intelligent as of human origin ,—like the shaking of 
the hands, the winking of the Eye and so forth ;—and the Order of the 
Letters (in a word) comes about by the desire of man;—hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things.—(2280-2281) 

It might be urged that—the Letters themselves, without any order, 
as they become heard by the Ear, would express the meaning. 

The Opponent’s answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2282-2283). 

‘ Words, without some order, have never been known to be 

EXPRESSIVE ; HENCE IT IS THE ORDER (OR ARRANGEMENT) WHICH 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE Word. FoR THOSE PEOPLE 
ALONE, ACCORDING TO WHOM THE Word IS SOMETHING DIF¬ 
FERENT FROM THE Letters, and devoid of any order 
OF sequence (or arrangement), can the assump¬ 
tion OF THE ETERNALITY OF WORDS HAVE 
ANY USE — [Shhkavdrtika —Eter- 
NALiTY OF Words, 282-283]. — 

(2282-2283) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Letters themselves, without any order, have never been found 
to bo expressive of meanings ; hence a definite order or arrangement of 
Letters has got to bo admitted. Under the circumstances, it is the order 
that comes to be the Word, and also expressive, —for you, Mlmdrrisakas; 
and all this character cannot belong to the Ijotters themselves. 

This Order, however, is something non-eternal; hence what is expres¬ 
sive must also bo non-eternal; hence the assumption of the oternality of 
Words is absolutely futile. Because what is desired by you is to prove the 
oternality of only that Word which is expressive, —not of any other ; hence 
the proofs that you adduce in support of the Letters only are of no use in 
the matter under consideration ; because the mere Letters are not expres¬ 
sive ;—then as regards what is expressive, i.e. the order or arrangement 
of the Letters,—it is not regarded as eternal; hence all your effort is futile. 

There are some people,—e.g. the Grammarians,—who regard the Sphofa, 
which is an impartite entity as a whole, apart from the Letters, to be 
expressive*, —for these pcjople alone the assumption of the eternality of 
the Word can have any use ; because the said entity ‘ Spo^ ’ is etornal.— 
(2282-2283) 

To the above arguments of the Opponent, the Mlmdmsaka offers the 
following reply :— 
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TEXT (2284). 

“ The contingency op the order or arrangement being regarded as 
THE W(yrd does not arise for us. Because the order or arrange¬ 
ment AS subsisting in anything else has never been 

FOUND TO BE ILLUMINATIVE (EXPRESSIVE).*’— [Shhka- 

vdrtika — Eternality of Words, 284].—(2284) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Order ’ consists in a certain sequential arrangement; any such arrange¬ 
ment cannot become expressive,—under our view; because it would not be 
universally true.—This is shown by the words—‘ Because, etc. eteJ* —‘ Sub¬ 
sisting in anything else *,—o.g. that subsisting in gems, pearls and so forth. 
—(2284) 

Further, it is not only the order subsisting in the Liters that is held to 
be expressive.—Why ?—The reason is explained in the following;— 


TEXT (2285). 

“ As A matter of fact, the Order or Arrangement is. only a pro¬ 
perty OF the Letters ; it is not regarded to be a distinct 

ENTITY BY ITSELF. ThE IDEA, IN FACT, IS THAT WHAT ARE 
EXPRESSIVE ARE the Letters as cognised in the said Order."' — 
[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Letters, 286-287]. 

—(2285) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Not a distinct entity ’—i.e., as expressive independently by itself. 
Otherwise, there would be real difference between the Property and the Object 
to which it belongs,—which difference is not desirable. 

Question : —What is it then that is expressive ? 

Answer: —‘ The idea in fact, etc. etc .^—‘ Ittham ’, in a particular order. 

What is meant is as follows:—It is not merely the Order that is exprcissive; 
—nor the Order as subsisting in the Letters;—nor merely the Letters ; what 
are expressive are the Letters as arranged in a certain order ; hence in 
the matter of expression, the Order is not the principal factor; l^ecause the 
Letters are cognised as having the Order; hence the Order occupies only a secon¬ 
dary position ; and it is the Letters that are recognised as the thing possessing 
that Order as their property. This is what is meant by the Text. —(2285) 

Two arguments have been urged (by the Opponent, under Text 2280) 
to the effect—(1) that the Letters are the products of Articulation, and (2) 
that they are dependent upon the whim of the Speaker.—It is pointed out 
by the Mlmdmsaka in the following texts that both these Reasons are 
‘ inadmissible *:— 
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TEXTS (2286-2287). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE ORDER OP SEQUENCE IS NOT A PRODUCT ; 
BECAUSE IT IS ALWAYS ACCEPTED AS AN ALREADY ESTABLISHED 
ENTITY ; THE SPEAKER DOES NOT ADOPT ANY ORDER INDEPENDENTLY 
BY HIS OWN CHOICE ; IN FACT, HE ALWAYS DESIRES TO UTTER THE 
WORD IN THE SAME FORM IN WHICH IT HAS BEEN UTTERED BY OTHERS 
IN THE PAST ; AND OTHER PERSONS COMING LATER ALSO UTTER IT 
IN THAT SAME FORM ;—^THUS IT IS THAT THIS ALSO IS WITHOUT 
BEGINNING,—LIKE THE CONNECTION (OF THE MEANING).”— [Shloka- 

vdrtika — Etbrnality of Words, 287-289].—(2286-2287) 
COMMENTARY. 

* Because it is always^ etc, etc* —the Speaker adopts the already 
existing order. 

This is fiirther clarified—‘ The Speaker does not, etc, etc.\ 

Uke the Connection, the Order also is without beginning.—(2286-2287) 

The argument is summed up by the Mlmdnisaka in the following:— 


TEXT (2288). 

” Thus then, even though the Order is not something unchangeable 
(and eternal in that sense), yet it is eternal, in usa^e. And we 

HAVE TO MAKE AN EFFORT TO REFUTE THE IDEA OF MEN BEING 
INDEPENDENT (iN THEIR CHOICE OF THE ORDER OF LETTERS 

USED).’’— [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 
289-290].—(2288) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nah ’—the Genitive ending is due to the verbal affix found in 
‘ prati^edhyd ’. 

The objection that has been urged is therefore not applicable. 

Thus though the Order is not eternal in the sense of being unchangeable, 
like the Hill,—yet its eternality has to be accepted on the basis of the usage 
of experienced persons. 

What this means is that the Order is eternal for all practical purposes,— 
and not unchangeably eternal, like the Hills.—(2288) 

Question: —If that is so in the case of the Order, why is not the 
* eternality’ of the Letters also regarded as being for practical purposes 
only ? 

Ansioer :— 
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TteXTS (2289-2290). 

In the case of the Letters however, such eternauty would 

NOT BE POSSIBLE IF THEY WERE NOT REALLY UNCHANGEABLE ; IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THE LETTERS THEMSELVES ABB ETERNAL THAT THEIR 

Order can appear through usage ; just in the same manner as 
THE Jar and other things are made only when the eternal 
Atoms are there ; in the absence of these, the making of 

THESE THINGS WOULD HAVE NO BASIS AT ALL, AND NONE SUCH IS 
EVER PERCEIVED.**— [8hlokavdriika —Eternality of Words, 
290-292].—(2289-2290) 


COMMENTARY. 

Like the Order, the Letters also could uot be regarded as eternal in mage, 
though not unchangeably eternal, and the phenomena of the comprehension 
of the meanings of words explained on that basis. 

Qmation : —Why can it not be so explained ? 

Answer: — ^ It is only when the Letters, etc* etc*'* —If the letters were 
unchangeably eternal, —^in that case, the tisage would be possible through 
tradition among people and thence the appearance of the Order ; i.e. the 
Order would acquire its existence ; as for example, the making of the Jar, 
etc. proceeds from the Atoms €is their basis. 

In some places, the reading is ‘ krantddayah ’ (for ‘ kranwdayah ’); 
in which case the ‘ ddi * would include their ‘Connection’, ‘Recognition* 
and so forth. 

Question: —‘ Why cannot the making (and appearance, of Jar, etc. and 
Order) be possible without the eternality of the Letters and the Atoms ? * 

Answer :—‘ In the absence, of these, etc* etc** —‘ in the absence of these * 
stands for ‘ if both, the Letters and the Atoms, were not unchangeably eternal ’. 

Says the Opponent—Just as the Atoms are the constituent cause of the 
Jar and other things,—so of the Letters also, there would be subtler constituent 
parts; as has been declared (by Grammarians) tliat—‘ Of Letters there are 
constituent parts, of which the Letters themselves are only the fourth stage *. 
Under the circumstances, how is it that Letters are described as unchangeably 
eternal ? 

Answer: —^This does not affect our case. It has been explained in 
course of the Refutation of Sphofa (Shlokavdrtika), that Letters have no 
constituent parts.—(2289-2290) 


Further, if Letters were not eternal, in the sense of being unchangeable, 
‘ —then, in the mind of every user of words, the idea could not be there that 
‘ 1 am uttering only those words that have been used by others ’; and yet as 
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a matter of fact, this idea is there; hence it follows that this could not be 
possible if the Letters were not eternal. 

This is what is explained in the following;— 


TEXT (2291). 

“ The idea in the mind op every Speaker is always that ‘ I am 

UTTERING WORDS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY OTHER PERSONS ’ ; 

THIS IN ITSELF MAKES THEM ETERNAL ; AND THERE IS NOTHING 
FOR YOU THAT WOULD BE INDICATIVE (OP A CONTRARY 

conclusion).”— [Shlokavdrtika —Etbrnality of 
Words, 294].—(2291) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—If the Order of the Letters, Ga and the rest, is 
not eternal in reality ^—nor are the articulations manifesting them, nor those 
Conjniustions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc.,—then one cannot bring 
about these prompters of the articulations [as they are past and gone imme¬ 
diately on coming] ; and the new ones that one doc^s bring about have never 
before been found to bo such prompters ;—under the circumstances, how can 
the Letters, manifested in a certain order, become the means of comprehending 
the meaning ?—(2291) 

In view of all these arguments, the Mimdrnsaka says:— 


TEXT (2292). 

‘‘ Just as in the case of the Jar and such things, their use is 
characterised (and indicated) by the ‘ Universal ’;—so in the 

SAME MANNER, THE ORDER OR ARRANGEMENT (OF THE LeTTERS) 
WOULD BECOME CHARACTERISED AND INDICATED THROUGH 

THE ‘ Universal — [Shlokavdrtika —^Eternality of 

Words, 296].—(2292) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as in the case of the Jar, etc., even though they are non-eternal, 
yet their use is indicated by the ‘ Universal ’,—so, in the same way, even 
though the particular arrangement of the Letters may be non-eternal, 
their use could be determined and explained.—(2292) 
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How the use could be determined and indicated is next explained;— 


TEXTS (2293-2294). 

“ Such Universals as the ‘ Palate etc. are always present (in 
THEIR Universal or common form) in all men ; and it is through 
THESE THAT THE SPEAKER EMITS THE ArticvJationS ;—^AND THERE 
ARB DISTINCT UnIVERSALS OF THESE (ARTICULATIONS) ALSO, WHICH 
SERVE TO BEING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE SOUNDS, AND 
THERE ARE AS MANY OF TH|;SE AS THERE ARB LETTERS OR IT IS 
THE PARTICULAR INDIVIDUALS (ARTICULATIONS) THEMSELVES AS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE SAID UNIVERSALS THAT BRING ABOUT THE 
MANIFESTATION OF THE PARTICULAR LeTTER-SoUNDS.”— [Shhka- 

vdrtika — Eternality of Words, 296-297].—(2293-2294) 
COMMENTARY. 

Such Universals as ‘ the Palate ’ and other speech-centres subsist in 
the individual Palates of all men; and as such are present in all men ;— 
it is through these Universals that the Speaker determines these speech- 
centres, and then emits —exhales—through them the ArticvkUions in the 
shape of the manifestive air-currents ; this is in accordance with the maxim 
that ‘there can be no idea of the Qualified until there is cognition of the 
Qualification *. 

Though these Articulations are evanescent,—yet like the Universal 
‘ Cow ’ and the like, there are as many ‘ Universals * as there are Letters ; 
and these same Universals, associated with the Individuals, become mani- 
festaters of the Letter-Sounds. 

Or, the individual Articulations themselves, associated with the Univer¬ 
sals, proceed to manifest the Sounds in consonance with the Letters. This 
is an alternative view.— (2293-2294) 


Says the Opponent—Though there are distinct Universals of the Articula¬ 
tions, yet, even when these Articulations are marked by those Universals, 
they cannot bring about the pcuticular order in which the Letters are mani¬ 
fested,—^unless the Order is there. Because even though, through their 
respective Universals, they are distinct from one another, yet there can be 
no Order inherent in themselves ; because they are impartite things. Under 
the circumstances, how can there be any idea of the Order among Letters, 
brought about by the Order in their manifester ? 

The M%mdm8aka*s answer to this is as follows :— 

22 
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TEXT (2295). 

“ The Order of Sequence among the Articulations would be due 
TO THE order AMONG THE CONJUNCTIONS AND DISJUNCTIONS OP 
THE Palate, etc. ; and the eternality of both would be 
DUE TO their RESPECTIVE Universals.’'— [Shlokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 298].—(2295) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though there is no Order among the Articulations by themselves, yet 
the Order among them is brought about by the Conjunctions and Disjunctions. 

The eternality of both, —^i.e. (1) of the Order of the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions uith the Palate, etc., and (2)^of the Order of the Articulations,— 
is due to the Universals subsisting in them respectively. 

Thus everything is all right.—(2295) 

Question :—When the Order is non-eternal by itself, how can its eternality 
be indicated by the Universal, by virtue of which it would form part of 
Usage ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2296). 

Just as in the case of Moving About and other Actions, there is 
AN Order of Sequence, throx^oh the ‘ Universal ’ subsisting 

IN the various factors in the Action,— so a similar Order 
of Sequence may be there among the Palate, etc., 

THE Articulation and the Letter, through their 
RESPECTIVE Un Iversals . ’ ’— [Shlokavdrtika — 

Eternality of Words, 299].—(2296) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as in the case of the particular Actions of Moving Aboiit and the 
like,—‘ and the like ’ including Ant-lines, etc.—the presence of the Order of 
Sequence becomes a part of usage, tliroiigh the ‘ Universal etc. siiibsisting 
in the various factors,—here also ‘ etcetera ’ includes the Universals in the 
Ant-lines, etc.,—so, in the same mamier, the presence of the Order of 
Sequence among the Palate, the Articulations and the Letters is adopted in 
use, as indicated by the Universals subsisting in the Palate, etc. 

The compound ‘ tdlvadidhvanivarimhhdk ’ is to be expounded as ‘ tdlvddi \ 
* Palate, etc.’—‘ dhvanayafy *, ‘ Articulations ’,—and ‘ varndJi ’, ‘ Letters ’ 
[a copulative compound]—‘ that which bears this ’ is ‘ tdlvd . .. bhdk Thus 
what is meant is that— (a) the Order of the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of 
the Palate, indicated by its own ‘ Universal is the cause of the exhalation of 
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the Articulation,—(2) the Order of the Articulations, due to the Order of 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc., indicated by its own 
‘ Universal becomes the cause of the Order in the manifestation of the Letters ; 
and this last becomes the cause of the comprehension of the meaning. 

In some places, the reading is ‘ hhdgdh ’; under which the meaning 
would be as follows :—Just as the parts of the Actions of Moving Abotd and 
the like, which appear in a certain Order of Sequence, become the basis of 
usage, when they are marked by a ‘ Universal ’ or by some other property,— 
similarly the Order of Sequence in the Palate, etc. becomes part of the usage. 

Some people road ‘ Kramdnusmrtirevarn sydt ’ (in place ‘ Kramdnuvrtti- 
rlvam sydt ’); which would be construed as follows :—Just as the parts of 
the Actions of Moving AhoiU, etc. are remembered as marked by the Universal, 
etc.,—similarly in the case of the Palate, etc. also there would be remembrance 
of the Order, as marked by the Universal, etc.—(2296) 

Or, the Order of the Articulations may not be due to the Order of the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc.,—it may be due to the 
Articulations themselves, because they are made up of component parts.— 
This is the view put forward in the following:— 


TEXT (2297). 

“ Or, the individuals (Articulations) themselves, being extremely 

SUBTLE IN THEIR NATURE,—THERE IS COGNITION OF THE PRO¬ 
PERTIES OF THE ‘ Universal ’; and it is through this that 
THERE IS COGNITION OF OrDER AMONG THE LETTERS, EVEN 
THOUGH THESE ARE ALL-PERVADING.”— {Shlokavdr- 

tika —Eternality of Words, 3(X)].—(2297) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Individuals ’—stands for the particular Articulations. The parts— 
components—of the Articulations—^which appear in a certain order,—are 
extremely subtle ; hence there can be no usage through them ; consequently 
the properties of the Universal—such as eternality and the rest^—^become 
recognised—definitely known—as the causes of the manifestation of the 
Word-Sound. 

Question : —What if that is so ? 

Answer: —‘ It is through this, etc, etc," —^Even though the Letters are 
all-pervading, yet they appear as if in an Order of Sequence, on account of 
the Order of the Articulations which always appear in a certain order.—(2297) 


The following text sums up the discussion :— 
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TEXT (2298). 

“ Thus it is that the Letters, following up the properties of 
THE Articulation which appear there as eternal, become 
expressive of diverse meanings.”— [Shhkavdrtika 
—Eternauty of Words, 301].—(2298) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Properties of the Articulation \—such as sequential Order, greater or 
less intensity, limitation in space and so forth. 

‘ Whi(h appear there as eternal \—^through the Universals, 

‘ Following up *—in accordance with.—(2298) 


Thus, it has been explained in detail that, if on account of their being 
eternal and all-pervading, Letters cannot have any Order, etc. by themselves, 
—even so, all this Order, etc., really belonging to the manifesting Articulations, 
become attributed to the Letters and thereby become contributories to the 
comprehension of the meaning of (the Word).—Now the Mlmdmsaka proceeds 
to set forth another view, under which the said distinctions of Order, etc. 
recJly belong to Time, of which the Articulations are only the qualifying 
adjuncts; and these being perceived in the Letters, become contributories 
to the comprehension of the meaning.— 


TEXT (2299). 

The Order of the Letters, as also the Shortness, Length and 
Prolongation,—all these are only distinctions or divisions 

OF Time ; and they come to be recognised as conditioned 
(OR affected) by the Articulations.”—[ fifiltojfeavdreffca— 
Eternauty of Words, 302].—(2299) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compoimd ‘ dhvanyupddhayah ’ is to be expounded as—‘ The dis¬ 
tinctions of Time which have the manifesting Articulations for their 
qualification —(2299) 

Says the Opponent—People who have postulated Time have regarded 
it as one, all-pervading and eternal; as has been declared in the following 
words:—‘ Some people regetrd Time as a substance which is one, eternal and 
all-pervading,—and something quite apart from the operation of modifiable 
substances *;—^under the circumstances, how can there be any * distinctions * 
(or divisions) of Time 7 

The Mhndmsaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2300-2301). 

“ Time is one, all-pervading and eternal,—^and yet it is known 

TO BE ‘ divided * ALSO, AMONG ALL THINGS ;—JUST LIKE LETTERS ; 

AND IT BECOMES MANIFESTED BY CERTAIN THINGS IN CERTAIN 
CASES ;—^WHEN IT IS MANIFESTED IN CONNECTION WITH 

Letters, it becomes contributory to the act of 
expressing (or denoting) ; and as it exists 

ELSEWHERE ALSO, ITS FORM IS REGARDED AS 
ETERNAL. ’ *— [Shlolcavdrtilca —Eternality 
OF Words, 303-304].—(2300-2301) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Divided also ’;—^the term ‘ also ’ goes with all that has gone before—^it is 
one alsOf eternal also, alhpervading also ; though it has been misplaced in 
the Text. 

Question: —In what way is it ‘ divided * ? 

Answer: —* Among all things, like Letters \—What is meant is as 
follows:—^Though the Letter, Qa for instance, is one only and eternal, yet when 
it comes to be manifested by a particular Articulation at a particular places 
then it is known as divided through the divisions of place, etc. ; similarly 
Time also ; though it pervades over all things, yet when it comes to be mani¬ 
fested by a certain action in regard to a certain object, it becomes known 
as ‘ divided ’ or ‘ distinct *; and when it is manifested in connection with 
Letters, it becomes contributory to the act of expressing. 

Question :—If Time is so * divided ’, how is it regarded as eternal and 
all-pervading ? 

Answer : —‘ As it exists, etc. etc .'—‘ Elsewhere ’—i.e. in Creepers, Leaves 
of trees and so forth;—because it exists in these also, its eternality and all¬ 
pervasiveness become recognised and established.—‘ Eternality’ alone is 
mentioned in the Text, by way of illustration.—(2300-2301) 


TEXT (2302). 

“ Prom all this it follows that there is no such property in 
Words as is perishable ; consequently it becomes es¬ 
tablished THAT THE WORD IS ETERNAL, FOR THOSE WHO 
UPHOLD THE ETERNALITY OF LETTERS.”— [Shhlcavdrtika 

—^Eternality of Words, 305].—(2302) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ From all this, etc. efc.’—This sums up the Mtmdmsaka's own view. 

‘ Such property ’—as Order, etc.—(2302) 
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Says the Opponent—^If the Order then is a property of Time, or of the 
manifesting Articulation,—and. does not really belong to Letters,—^then 
how does it become contributory to the expressing of the meaning ? Certainly 
the property of one thing cannot belong to the other. 

The Mlmdmsaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2303). 

“as matter of fact, a property belonging to one thing does become 

AUXILIARY to ANOTHER THING,—AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT IN 

THE case of the SpEED OF THE HORSE.—ASipREGARDS ‘ ETER- 
NALITY IN THE CASE OF ALL THINGS, THE ONLY PROOF OF 
IT CONSISTS IN Presumption.”— [Shlokavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 306].—(2303) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ As has been pointed out ’—^in such assertions as ‘ People going in a boat, 
etc. etc.’ where the ‘ boat ’ is meant to stand for all kinds of conveyance. 

‘ Like the Speed of the Horse, etc.*—^For example, when people are riding 
a horse, the speed of the horse is contributory to the man’s reaching a distant 
place, and also the man’s notion that the trees on the roadside are moving. 
Similarly the Order, though belonging to the Articulation, becomes contri¬ 
butory to the Letters bringing about the comprehension of the meaning. 

Having thus shown in detail that the assertion of the non-eternality of 
Words is annulled by Presumption, the Mlmdmsaka sums up his position in 
the words—‘ As regards eternality, etc, etc,' —The term ‘ tasmdt ’ as introducing 
the summing up is to be regarded as understood here. 

‘ In the case of all things ’-“What is meant is that it is not the eternality 
of Letters only that is proved by the fact that the expression of meaning by 
the Letters cannot bo otherwise explained,—but the eternality of the Palate, 
etc. and also of the Articulations. This has been declared in the Bhd^a 
(Shabara. 1. 1. 18, Trans., p. 37) in the following words:—‘If the Word 
ceased to exist as soon as uttered, then no one could speak of anything to 
others; and in that case, the Word could not be uttered for the benefit of 
another. On the other hand, if the Word does not cease to exist, then it is 
only right that on hearing the Word several times, there is comprehen¬ 
sion of its meaning ’.—(2303) 


The Mlmdmsaka proceeds to point out that in denying the eternality of 
Words, the Opponent goes against (a) his own words, (h) against his own 
doctrine, (c) against scriptures, and (d) against common experience:— 
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TEXTS (2304-2306). 

In seeking to prove the non-eternality op words, the other 

PARTY INCURS THE ODIUM OF CONTRADICTING HIS OWN WORDS5 
ETC. ; AS A MATTER OP FACT, EVERY PROPOSITION IS ASSERTED ONLY 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE COMPREHENSION OF 
WHAT ONE DESIRES TO PROVE ; AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT 
THE NON-ETERNAL WORD CANNOT EXPRESS ITS OWN MEANING. 

Consequently, as your own assertion expresses its meaning, 

IT FOLLOWS THAT IT MUST BE ETERNAL ; AND THUS THERE IS REJEC¬ 
TION OF THE DESTRUCTIBILITY (NON-ETERNALITY, OF THE WoRD).”— 

\Shlokavdrlika —Eternality of Words, 313-314].—(2304-2305) 
COMMENTARY. 


‘ His own words, etc ,'— ‘ Etc/ is meant to include the contradiction of his 
own accepted doctrines, 

‘ It has been explained ’—^Under the Text—‘ A Word is not expressive if 
its connection with the meaning is not known \ (See Text 2234.) 

‘ Consequently, it follows, etc, etc,' —^The ‘ eternality * follows from—is 
proved by—the comprehension of the meaning. That is, the eternality 
is proved by the fact of the ‘ comprehension of meaning * being otherwise 
inexplicable.—(2304-2305) 


The following Texts point out that the Opponent’s assertion implies the 
rejection of his own accepted doctrine ;— 


TEXTS (2306). 

'' Having admitted the capacity of words to express their 

MEANING, IF THE OPPONENT PROCEEDS TO ESTABLISH HIS CASE, 

HE CLEARLY SETS ASIDE THE ‘ NON-ETERNALITY * (OF WORDS), 

BY HIS OWN ACCEPTED DOCTRINE ”.— [Shhkavdrtika — 
Eternality of Words, 315].—(2306) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mlmdmsaka shows that the Opponent’s Proposition goes against 
all scriptures— 
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TEXT (2307). 

Fob all pabties, the pbbishability (non-etebnality, of Words) 

BECOMES ANNULLED BY ' SCRIPTURE ' (VERBAL AUTHORITY), THROUGH 

THE POTENCIES OF WORDS IN THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF THEIR MEANINGS,—^WHICH POTENCIES FORM THE 
BASIS OF EACH AND EVERY SCRIPTURE — [Shloka- 

m/flifca— Eternality of Words, 316]. 

—(2307) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ artfiapratlti, etc. etc.* is to be expounded as—‘ those- 
potencies—of words—^that are evinced in the bringing about of the cognition 
of their own meanings.’—^The sense is that these serve to set aside the Proposi¬ 
tion asserted by the Opponent.—(2307) 

The Mimdmaaica next points out that the Opponent’s Proposition is 
annulled by common experience— 

TEXTS (2308-2309). 

In THE MANNER SHOWN BEFORE, THE OPPONENT'S PROPOSITION IS 

ANNULLED BY commou experience also.—There is annulment by 

Inference also, for reasons stated before.— [Shlokavdrtika 
—^Eternality of Words, 317]. —Annulment by Percep¬ 
tion ALSO has been pointed OUT BEFORE—ON THE 
GROUND OF THE one-ness OF Word-sound being 
DEFINITELY PROVED BY RECOGNITION 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE AUDITORY 

Organ (2308-2309) 

COMMENTARY. 

* In the manner shown above ’»—in the preceding text. But it should 
be read as follows—‘ For all parties the perishability of words becomes 
annulled by the potencies of words to bring about the comprehension of 
their meanings,—^which potencies are definitely recognised by all men—and 
also by common experience ’. 

The words * There is annulment by Inference, etc. etc.’ serve to remind 
the reader of what has been said before regarding the Buddhist’s Proposition 
being opposed to Inference, etc. The ‘ reasons stated before ’ have been of 
several kinds—^those detailed in the Texts 2121 et seq. 

* Has been pointed out before *—^under Text 2117.—(2308-2309) 

The Mlmdmsaka proceeds to point out the defects in the ‘ Subject ’ 
(Minor Term) and in the * Reasons ’ (Probans) of the Reasoning put forward 
(by the Opponent)— 
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TEXTS (2310-2312). 

“ It has to be explained what the ‘ Shahda \ ‘ Word-Sound i& 

WHICH IS BEING PROVED TO BE PERISHABLE.— (a) Is IT THE ‘ AGGRE¬ 
GATE OF THE Three Attributes ’ % — Or (6 ) something atomic ? 

—OR (c) ‘ A QAULITY OF Akosha ’ ?—OR (d) SOMETHING IN THE FORM 
OF MERE Sound, AS APART FROM THE LETTERS ? Or (e) SOMETHING 
IN THE FORM bF AlR ♦, NOT EXPRESSIVE (OF MEANINGS) ? OR (/) 
‘ Sphota ’ IN THE FORM OF WORDS AND SENTENCES ? Or (q) MERE 
‘ SIMILARITY ’ ? Or (A) THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’ ?—^AlL THESE 
MAY BE NON-ETERNAL ; ACCORDING TO US etemuUty DOES NOT BELONG 
TO THESE.—Hence your Reasoning is open to the defects of 
(1) having a ‘ SUBJECT ’ WHOSE EXACT NATURE IS NOT KNOWN 
OR ADMITTED, AND (2) HAVING A ‘ PrOBANS ’ WHICH HAS NO SUB¬ 
STRATUM (or basis) — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 
318-321].—(2310-2312) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Texts sets forth the several views that have been held by various 
philosophers regarding the exact nature of ‘ Shahda ’ ‘ Word-sound ’ (in the 
present context). 

(a) According to the Sdmkhyaa, ‘ Shahda * is held to be something con¬ 
sisting of the ‘ Three Attributes ’ of Harmony, Energy and Inertia.— (h) 
According to the Digarhbara (Jalnaa), it is something atomic ;—‘ pudgala ’ 
is Atmn ; what pertains to the pudgala, is paudgala, ‘ atomic ’ ; i.e. consisting 
of the Atom.—(c) The followers of Kanada hold it to bo a ‘ quality of Akdaha ’• 
— (d) According to the common people, it is something of the nature of mere 
Sound, as apart from the Letters ; as has been declared in PatanjaW8 Bhd^ya — 
‘ Or, Shahda among men is known as sound whose meaning is well known — 
(e) According to the author of the Shik§d, it is of the nature of Air, not 
expressive ; as declared by them ‘ The Air becomes the Shahda ’.— (J) The 
Grammarians hold Shahda to consist of the Word-aphota and Sentence-sphota ; 
as has been said by them—‘ The sounds sow the seed in the Buddhi, along 


♦ Text 2311 presents what may be regarded as a ‘literary curiosity*. Here 
wo have a quotation from the Shlokdvartika —Chapter on SMoka 319. 

Kamalashila says, this represents the view of the Shikad that ‘ the Shabda consists 
of Air and is inexpressive ’; the reading in the quotation being ‘ vdyurupamavd- 
chakam \ The reading in the Shlokavdrtika itself, however, is ‘ vdyuriipo'rthavd- 
chakah\ which makes the Shahda, * arthavdchaka\ expressive of meaning. The 
Nydyaratndkara says this is the view of the Shikad. —One or the other— 
Tattvasangraha and its Commentary on the one hand, and Shlokavdrtika and its 
Commentary on the other, must be wrong; both cannot be right, as representing 
the view of the Shikad. P&nini*8 Shikad does not help to solve the riddle,—On 
the face of it, the reading adopted in the Tattvasangraha appears to be wrong; as 
the subject-matter of the whole discussion is the expressive Shabda, not that which 
is inexpressive. 
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with the last articulation, and when this seed has developed by repetition, 
the Shabda becomes cognised *.—(gr) According to Vindhyavdain^ Shahda 
consists in ‘ similarity — (h) According to the Bavddhas what expresses the 
meaning consists in the ‘ exclusion of others called ‘ Apoha of others \ 

If what the Buddhist seeks to prov^ is the ‘ non-eternality ’ of these 
eight kinds of ‘ Shabda ’—as postulated by the Sdnkhya and others,—then 
the ‘ Subject ’ becomes open to the defect of being futile, which is expressed 
in its own form; as such ‘ Subject * has been rejected by us. Nor do the 
Mlrmrmakaa wish to prove the eternality of such Shahda as these. 

Further, any such ‘ subject ’ as Shabda in the particular forms of the 
Three-Attribute entity ’ and the rest is not admitted or known, so far as 
we are concerned ; hence the ‘ subject * becomes open to the charge of having 
its exact nature unknown. The Probans or Reason also, on that same 
account, becomes one whose substratum (in the shape of the Subject or 
Minor Term) is not admitted or knovm ; and any such ‘ subject ’ is not admitted 
at all.—(2310--2312) 

TEXTS (2313-2314). 

If then, your ‘ Subject ’ or ‘ Minor Term ’ consists of the Shahda 
AS postulated by us, then, both these fallacies become 
applicable to you (who do not admit of any such Shahda as 
held by us).—If mere Shahda (in general, without any quali¬ 
fication) were asserted as the ‘ Subject ’ of your Reasoning, 
THEN, IT would MEAN THAT FOR YOU, THE Universal ‘ Shabda ’ 
itself is NON-ETEKNAL ; and such a view would be CONTRARY 
TO the view accepted by ALL MEN THAT THE Universal is always 
ETERNAL ; IN ONE FORM OR THE OTHER, THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ IS 
REGARDED BY EVERY ONE AS ETERNAL '\—[Shlokavdrtika—ETER- 
NALiTY OF Words, 321-323]. — (2313-2314) 

COMMENTARY. 

We, Mlmdmsakaa, hold that ‘ Shahda ’ consists only in the Letters ‘ Ga ’ 
and the rest, it is not anything apart from these ;—and if this is the Shabda 
which the Buddhist and others make the ‘ Subject ’ of their Proposition, 
then both these fallacies —^the Proposition having the exact nature of its Subject 
unknown and the Reason having no basis—would befall them. 

If mere ‘ Shabda ’ were asserted —i.e. as the subject of the Proposition,— 
then for you the universal ‘ Shabda ’ would itself be non-eternal ;—the 
phrase ‘ be non-eternal ’ is to be supplied. Because the epithet ‘ mere ’ 
means the exclusion of all particular features, what else—apart from the 
Universal —could it be that would be ‘ mere Shabda ’ ? Thus by implication 
your proposition would be declaring the non-eternality of the Universal 
* Shabda ’ itself. 

‘ Be it so, what then ? ’ 

That cannot be right; as ‘ such a view would be corUrary, etc, etc, *—for 
instance, the Buddhists themselves, who postulate the Exclusion, Apoha, 
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of Others have declared that ‘ it is the Universal that stands So that the 
view now put forth would involve the contradiction of what has been admitted 
by them. 

This is what is shown in the words—‘ In one form or the other, etc. etc. ’— 
In whatever form the ‘ Universal ’ has been postulated by philosophers, in 
accordance with their respective doctrines, it is held, by all parties, to be 
eternal. If it were not so, then, like the Individuals, each Universal, appear¬ 
ing after the other, would become intermingled; and the very character 
of the ‘ Universal ’ would become lost.—(2313-2314) 

Having thus pointed out the defects in the ‘ Subject ’ through the 
various alternative views regarding the nature of the thing itself (Shahda) 
the Mlmdmsaka now proceeds to point out the same, through the various 
alternative views regarding the exact nature of the Probandum (non- 
eternality ):— 


TEXTS (2315-2316). 

“ Then again, if by ‘ non-eternality ’ you mean 'pronenesa to absolute 
destruction, then, so far as we are concerned, the ‘ Subject ’ 
COMES TO BE ONE WHOSE QUALIFICATION IS not admitted. —If what 
IS MEANT IS some sort of character which makes Shahda liable 

TO BEING CALLED ‘ NON-ETERNAL ’,—THEN SUCH ‘ NON-ETERNALITY ’ 
WOULD BE ONE THAT IS ADMITTED BY US ALSO,—IN THE SENSE 
THAT FROM THE ‘ UNMANIFESTED STATE ’ IT COMES INTO THE 
' MANIFESTED STATE ’ — [Shhkavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 

326-327].—(2315-2316) 


COMMENTARY. 

If by ‘ non-eternality ’ you mean that the Word-Sound is liable to 
absolute destruction, leaving no trace behind,—then, so far as we, Mlmdm- 
sakas, are concerned, the qualification would be ‘ inadmis.sible ’, and this would 
vitiate your premiss. Because for the Mtmumsakas, as for the Sdnkhyas, 
there is no such thing as ‘ absolute destmction ’; because even wdien the 
Jar disappears, it continues to exist in the form of a Potency ; in the case 
of things like the Lamp also, the view' is that (w'hen it is blown out) its 
subtle particles become scattered in all directions. 

If however what you mean to prove is that—the Word-sound is somehow 
capable of being called ‘ non-eternal ’,—then the argument is open to the 
charge of being ‘ futile ’; because even when Word-sounds are eternal, it is 
admitted by us also that they may be called ‘ non-eternal ’ in the sense of 
going from the ‘ unmanifested state ’ to the ‘ manifested state ’ and vice- 
versa. —(2315-2316) 

So far the Proposition (of the Buddhist) that ‘ Word is non-eternal ’ 
has been criticised in detail. -The Mlmdmsaka now proceeds to criticise 
his Reason—‘ Because it is perceptible by the Senses ’ :— 
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TEXT (2317). 

^‘Ip the Reason that is put forward is only amenability to the 
senae-arganay —^then it is clearly recognised as fallacioua, in 

view of the Univeraal which has been established — 
[Shlokavdrtika —^Eternality of Words, 343-344]. — 

(2317) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Only amenability to the smae-organa \—without any such qualification 
as ‘ being a product ’ and so forth. 

If the Reason (Probans) is put forward in this unqualified form, then it 
becomes ‘ fallacious *, ‘ Inconclusive *, in view’ of the ‘ Universal ’ which 
has been established before; because no ‘ negative concomitance * would 
be available (to confirm the Premiss).—(2317) 

The following might be urged:—^Even though, by reason of the other 
party (Vaishesika) admitting the Univeraal, the negative concomitance is 
not available,—^yet as the Bauddha, who is the main opponent of the Mhndm - 
aaka, does not admit the Univeraal, the said negative concomitance would 
be quite available; how then can the Probans be said to be Inconclvsive ? 

The Mimdmaaka'a answer to this is as follow's :— 

TEXT (2318). 

“Just AS the Reason ceases to be a True Reason if it does not 
reside in the ‘ Subject according to the other party,— 

so also, if it is devoid of affirmative and negative Con¬ 
comitance — [Shlokavdrtika —Eteenality of Words, 

344-345].—(2318) 

COMMENTARY. 

The principle is that ‘ that Probans alone is able to prove or disprove 
which is admitted by both parties ’; hence, that Probans which is not 
admitted by any one of the two parties to reside in the ‘ Subject ’ becomes 
‘ fallacious ’; in the same manner, it becomes fallacious, if either party 
does not admit its affirmative and negative concomitance (with the 
Probandum). 

The construction is ‘ anvayavyatirlkayoh aaiddhayoh ' if the affirmative 
and negative concomitance are not admitted —(2318) 

Queation :—If that Pro bans alone can prove or disprove which is admitted 
by both parties,—then, how is it that you yourself have lU’ged the ' incon¬ 
clusiveness * of a Reason, against the Bvddhiat, on the basis of the ‘ Universal ’ 
(which is not admitted by him) ? 

Anawer :— 
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TEXT (2319). 

“ In thb case cited, it may be that the ‘ Universal * is not admitted 
by the party adducing the Probans ; even so, the Frobans 

REMAINS INVALID, SO LONG AS THB ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS NOT BEEN 
REJECTED.”— [Shlokavdrtika —Etbrnauty op Words, 
345-346].—(2319) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though, by the Buddhist and others who have put forward the 
Probans in question, the ‘ Universal ’ is not admitted as something wherein the 
contrary of the Probandum is present,—^yet, as a matter of fact, the existence 
of the Universal cannot be denied. The sense is that, even under the circum¬ 
stances, the Probans is one whose concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum is suspected (and hence invalid).—(2319) 

The Mlmdmsaka puts forward another objection against the Probans 
and the Probandum,—through another alternative— 


TEXTS (2320-2321). 

In regard to amenability to the senses and the rest (that have been 

CITED BY the OPPONENT), IT HAS TO BE CLEARLY ASCERTAINED 
WHAT IT REALLY IS ; (a) Is IT THE SAME AS THE INDIVIDUAL (THINGS 
IN WHICH IT SUBSISTS) ? OR (5) IS IT SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM 
THEM ?—[and IF IT IS DIFFERENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS]—(c) 
IS IT DISTINCT WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL ? OR (d) ONE AND THE SAME 

WITH ALL ?—Under all these, according as the alternative 

THAT MAY BE ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER PARTY, THE REASON WOULD 
BE SUBJECT (respectively) TO THE FALLACIES OF (a) BEING ‘ TOO 
SPECIFIC ’, (b) BEING ‘ INADMISSIBLE (c) AND ‘ HAVING THE 

Corroborative Instance devoid of the Probandum \ — [Shloka¬ 
vdrtika —Eternality of Words, 346-348].—(2320-2321) 

COMMENTARY. 

' And tfie rest ’—^includes non-etemality. 

An examination is to be made as to the exact nature of the said ‘ amen¬ 
ability to the senses ’: (a) Is it the same as the Individuals ? (the individual 
things in which it subsists) ?—Or (6) is it something different from them ?— 
and, if it is different from them, it has to be examined whether these different 
amenabilities are (c) different with each individual object ? or {d) one and the 
same with all ? 

(a) If the ' amenability to sense ’ is the same as the individuals, the 
Probans is ‘ too specific ’; as there can be no ^ negation ’ of individual; and 
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like its own form, on© Individual, would not be present in another Individual 
[so that there could be no concomitance, negative or positive, of it]. 

(b) and (c) If it is different from the Individuals,—as such difference is not 
admitted by the Mlmdmsaka, whether it be different or the same in regard 
to each individual, it would, in either case, be ‘ Inadmissible 

It is for this reason that the defect in the fourth alternative (d) —whereby 
the ‘ amenability ’ is different from the Individuals, but the same in all—has 
not been separately mentioned. Because there would be room for it only 
if the difference were admitted. 

In regard to ‘ non-oternality ’ (which is another Reason put forward 
by the Opponent, against the expressiveness of words),—if it is different 
from the Individuals, the Corroborative Instance would be devoid of the 
Probandum.—If, on the other hand, it is non-different from them, the 
Instance would be certainly devoid of the Probandum ; because one Individual 
can never be present in another Individual.—(2320-2321) 

Next the Mimdrnsaka proceeds to point out the ‘ Inconclusive * character 
of another Probans cited by the Opponent—‘ Because it is invariably con¬ 
comitant with effort ’ 


TEXTS (2322-2324). 

‘ Being perceived as following from effort ’ has been 

ADDUCED AS A REASON FOR THE WORD BEING A PRODUCT AND NON¬ 
ETERNAL. This is ‘ Inconclusive in view of certain things 
THAT ARE not-movientary \—such as the three things : (1) Con¬ 
scious Destruction, (2) Unconscious Destruction, and (3) 
AkIsha: (1) When the destruction of things is brought 
about intentionally, it is regarded as ‘ Conscious Destruc¬ 
tion ’;—(2) when destruction is not brought about inten¬ 
tionally, IT is ‘ Unconscious Destruction ’;—both these, being 
‘ imperishable have been regarded (by the Bauddha) as 
‘ uncaused ’ also.” —[See Shlokavdrtika — Eternality of Words, 
22-23]—(2322-2324) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by ‘ Prayatndnantarlyatva ’ is the character of being 
perceived as following after an effort, —And as this character is present in 
cases where the Probandum is absent, the said character, adduced as the 
Probans, for proving that Words are products and non~eternal, is ‘ Inconclu¬ 
siveFor instance, the Buddhists postulate (1) ‘Conscious Destruction’, 
(2) ‘ Unconscious Destruction and (3) ‘ Akdsha ’ as three entities which 
are unmodifiabl© and not’momentary ^ i.e. eternal. And yet, the Probans in 
question (‘ being perceived as following after effort ’) is found in these also. 

This is what is pointed out by the words—* when the destruction, etc, etc' 
—^that destruction of things like the Jar which is brought about intentionally. 
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is called ‘ Conscious Destruction ’; while that which is not intentional, is 
‘ Unconscious Destruction ’ ; such is the scheme of the Buddhists. 

‘ Ti^dm ’—of things like the Jar. 

‘ Tau cha ’—^i.e. the Conscious and Unconscious Destructions. 

‘ Unearned also ’ ;—‘ also * includes ‘ non-eternal *.—(2322-2324) 

How these two Destructions are ‘ uncaused ’ and ' eternal ’ and how 
they subsist in the Probans,—is pointed out in the following Texts,—^from 
the point of view of the Opponent (Bavddha ):— 


TEXTS (2325-2328). 

“ They declare that ‘ Destruction ’ is brought about by itself, 
AND IS without cause .. . when Fuel comes into contact with 
Fire, there proceeds a series of fiery embers.— Destruction is 
natural, and inherent in everything that is born ; IT IS 
subtle, and merged in a homogeneous ‘ SERIES IT IS NOT PER¬ 
CEIVED ; when however a peculiar Cause operates upon the 

HOMOGENEOUS ' SERIES ’, THEN, THROUGH A PECULIAR EFFECT, THE 

Destruction becomes manifested in its gross form. Thus, 

THAT SAME CAUSE FROM WHICH THE HETEROGENEOUS ' SERIES ’ 
HAS BEEN PRODUCED, ALSO SERVES TO MANIFEST THE DESTRUCTION, 
THOUGH THIS DESTRUCTION IS NOT PRODUCED BY THAT 
CAUSE.”— [Vide Shlohwdrtika —^Etbrnality of Words, 24-29].— 
(2325-2328) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ They ’—Buddhists. 

Stiys the Opponent—As a nuittor of fact, wo find the w ood being burnt 
by fire, and the Jar smashed by the bludgeon ; where there are causes of 
Destruction ; how then can Destruction bo without cause ? 

Answer :—‘ When fuel comes into contact^ etc, etc. -In this case what the 
Fire is the cause of is not Destruction, but the fiery embers,—as is ascertained 
through positive and negative concomitance; specially as Destruction exists 
by its very nature. 

Question : —If Destruction is something that exists by its very nature,— 
how is it that it is not precoived there prior to the contact of such causes 
as the Fire and the like ? 

Answer : —‘ It is subtle ’—Being deceived by the appearance of the several 
similar factors in the ‘ homogeneous series ’, people fail to perceive the 
Destruction in its subtle form ; in fact by the perception of the homogeneous 
series, they are led to imagine that the object is ‘ undestroyed 

‘ Peculiar cause ’—^in the shape of the Bludgeon. 

‘ Peculiar effect ’—^in the shape of the Potsherds. 

It is under these conditions that the grossness of the Destruction becomes 
manifested. 

‘ ThuSj etc. etc. ’—sums up the argument. 
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‘ Heterogeneous series \ —of a different character. 

* Hltohk * is to be conducted with ‘ yaiah \ —‘ ’—by that same 

oause,—which has been referred to by the pronoun in ‘ yaiah *—^is the 
Destruction manifested.—Such is the construction with the preceding 
clause.—(2325-2328) 

In the following Text^ the Mimdmsaka points out that the Probans in 
<)uestion is present in the contrary of the Probandum :— 

TEXT (2329). 

Thus as this Destruction, perceived after the effort involved 

IN THE stroke OF THE BLUDGEON, IS FOUND TO BE UncauSed ,— 
YOUR PrOBANS becomes ‘ FALSE ‘ INCONCLUSIVE ” 

—[5AtoJfcamr(iifca— Eternality of Words, 

29-30].—(2329) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This ’—^the two kinds of Destruction. 

The compound ‘ Prayaind, etc, ’ stands for ‘ invariably concomitant 
with effort involved in the stroke of the Bludgeon —(2329) 

It was asserted (under Text 2322) that the Probans is shown to be 
* Inconclusive ’ in view of three factors. Inconclusiveness due to tioo factors 
has been shown,—^in the shape of the two kinds of Destruction ; that due to 
the third factor of ‘ Akdsha ’ is next pointed out:— 

TEXTS (2330-2331). 

“ Akdsha also, being eternal,—^when surrounded by earth and by 

WATER,—BECOMES MANIFESTED (REI^DBRED PERCEPTIBLE) BY THE 

REMOVAL OF THESE BY MEANS OF digging AND pumping out ; so 
THAT HERE ALSO THERE IS APPREHENSION OF Akdsha FOLLOW¬ 
ING AFTER AN EFFORT ; CONSEQUENTLY THE PrOBANS 
URGED IN CONNECTION WITH WORD BECOMES ‘ IN¬ 
CONCLUSIVE ’. ” — (Shhkavdrtiha —Etbrnality 
OF Words, 30-32]. — (2330-2331) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ By the removal of these ’—The removal of the Earth by digging with the 
spade, etc. 

‘ Taira ’—^in regard to the Word-sound. 

' Darshanam^ —i.e. apprehension following from effort.—(2330-2331) 

Having thus pointed out the defeats in the Probans (of the Opponent), 
the Mimdmsaka proceeds to point out those in the Corroborative Instance 
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TEXTS (2332-2334). 

“ The exact nature of the (Opponent’s) Corroborative Instance 

ALSO HAS GOT TO BE EXAMINED :—IP IT IS MEANT TO BE TAKEN IN 
ITS DIRECT DENOTATION (i.E. THE UNIVERSAL), THEN, IT IS DEVOID 
OF THE PrOBANDUM. — If IT IS TAKEN IN THE INDIRECT DENOTA¬ 
TION, AS INDICATING THE INDIVIDUAL,—THEN THE QUESTION ARISES 
AS TO ITS BEING THE SAME AS, OR DIFFERENT FROM, THE UNIVERSAL. 
If it is DIFFERENT (FROM THE UNIVERSAL), THEN THE ‘ OBJECT ’ 
BECOMES ONE THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY US ; WHILE IF IT IS 
NOT DIFFERENT (FROM THE UNIVERSAL), THEN THE OBJECT IS ONE 
THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY OTHERS.—If IT IS SOMETHING 

indefinite (vague),—then such a thing cannot be either entirely 
eternal or entirely non-eternal, for us. Because that element 
IN it which is called the ‘ Universal ’ is eternal, while the 

OTHER element IS PERISHABLE ; AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 
before that every object HAS A MIXED CHARACTER —[ViDE 

Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 350-352].—(2332-2334) 
COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ Sapakaa ’ (which is that wherein the Probandum is known 
by all to be present) here stands for the Corroborative Instance (in the 
reasoning of the Opponent, where tiie Jar has been cited as an instance of 
what is perceived as appearing after effort and is non-eternal). 

The question, as regards the Instance that has been cited (the ‘ Jar *) is— 
is the word meant to be taken in its direct denotative sense (which is th^ 
Universal) ?—Or in the sense of the hidlvidual Jar ? 

If it is meant to be taken in the direct sense, then it is defective, in so 
far as it is devoid of the Probandum (Non-eternality). ‘ Shruti ’ here stands 
for the Word ;—the * artha ’ is what is direct ly denoted by it;—and what 
is so denoted is the Universal ‘ Jar ’;—and the Universal is admitted by all 
parties to be eternal ;—hence there cannot be presence, in it, of non-eternality, 
which forms the Probandum. 

In some places, the reading is ' jalyarthuh ’ in place of ‘ shrulyarthah ’ ; 
under which " jdti ’ is to be taken as in apposition to ‘ arttia ’. The meaning 
however remains the same as before. 

If the second alternative is meant—that the word ‘ Jar ’ stands for the 
Individval Jar,—then also, it has to be considered whether the Individual 
that is intended to be the corroborative Instance is the same as, or different 
from, the Universal; that is, whether the Individual is something different 
from the Universal ? Or non-different from it ? 

If it is different, then the object cited as the Instance is one that cannot 
be admitted by the Mimdmsaka; because the Mimdmsaka does not hold the 
Universal to be something absolutely different from the Individual, as the 
Vaiahe^ikas and others do; as has been asserted in the words—‘ For us the 
Universal is nothing different from the Individual ’. 

23 
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If, on tho other hand, the Individual is meant to bo nou’different (from 
the Universal),—then the object cited as the Instance is one that cannot 
be admitted by the Buddhist and otliers. These ‘ others ’ do not regard the 
Universal as non-different from the IruiividuaL 

If the Jar is meant to bo the Instance, in tho indefinite form, frt^e from 
all conceptual contents like difference ai\d non'difference ^—even then, accord¬ 
ing to us, the Instance comes to be on© devoid of tho Probandum. This is 
what is asserted in the words—‘ If it is smtieihintj imlejinile, etc, etc, *—‘ Tat ’ 
stands for tho Jar, 

Question : —How so ? 

Answer :—‘ Tlmt element, etc. etc. *—Of the entity called ‘ Jar ’, that 
factor which is called tho ‘ Universal * is eternal, while the other factor 
which is called the ‘ Individual ’ is perishable. 

Question: —How can one and the same thing have two mutually con¬ 
tradictory characters ? 

Answer : —‘ Mixed efuiractery etc. etc. —(2332-2334) 


The Mlmamsaka proceeds again to point out the defects in tho Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance, through the various alternatives that are possible in regard 
to the Probandum :— 


TEXT (2335 


‘‘ In the same manner, the exact nature of ‘ non-eternality ’ 
(your Probandum) also has got to be considered. If what is 

MEANT IS absolute DESTRUCTION,—THEN THE INSTANCE IS 
DEVOID OF THIS PROBANDUM, FOR US. 1f IT IS OTHERWISE, 

TOEN THE Instance is devoid of the Probandum, 

FOR YOU.—Thus briefly has the way been 

SHOWN FOR FINDING DEFECTS IN YOUR ARGU¬ 
MENT — [Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of 
Words, 353J.—(2335) 

COMMENTAKY. 

If what is meant by your Probandum, ‘ non-ekTnality ’—is absolute 
Destruction,—then for us, Mlmdmsakas, the Jnslance is devoid of tho 
Probandum ; because wo do not admit of any absolute Destruction of things ; 
as they always remain in tho form of Potencies. 

Though the word used in the Text is the common word, ‘ ndska \ yet 
from tho Context, its meaning appears to be restricted to utter, absolute^ 
destruction. If it wore not so, why should the writer have ui'ged the argu¬ 
ment that the Instance is devoid of the Probandum ? 

Question: —^The question as to what is meant by ‘ non-etornality * has 
been already discussed before under text 2316 ; why is it discussed over 
again ? 
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Answer : —True ; but it was discussed there for the purpose of pointing 
out the defects in the ‘ Subject while on the present occasion it is dis¬ 
cussed for the purpose of pointing out the defects in the Corroborative 
Instance. This is tlie difference. 

If, on the other hand, ‘ non-eternality ’ that is meant is not in the form 
of ‘ absolute Destruction *,—but in the form of ‘ appearance and disappear* 
ance ’,—then the answer is—‘ If it is otherwise —i.e. if ‘ non-eternality ’ is 
something other than ‘ Absolute Destruction ’. 

‘ For you ’—‘ there is absence of Probandum ’—this has to be construed 
here also ;—i.e. in the Instance. —As you, Buddhists do not admit of ‘ Destruc¬ 
tion with a residue ’—as the Sankhyas do. Hence under your view, the 
Instance cited would be devoid of the Probandum. 

This is the way in which the arguments in support of the non-eternality 
of Words have to be refuted,—which has bc5on expounded for the learned; 
other arguments may also be put forward by intelligent people themselves. 
—(2336) 

IMie MinmmsaJca next sets forth these objections of the opponent against 
his doctrines :— 


TEXTS (2336-2338). 


“ I Says the Opponent]—‘ Thouoh the Word, the Meaning and the 
Connection between them have been proved to be eternal, 

YET so EAR AS THE VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) OF THE MEANING OF THE 

Sentence is concerned, that cannot be admitted.— [Shloka- 
vdrtika — On Sentence— 1]. —It may be that the meaning 

OF SENTENCES HAS BEEN ASSUMED BY THE MIMIMSAKAS, WITHOUT 
any basis, in accordance WITH THE CONVENTIONS OF MEN,—JUST AS 
IN THE CASE OF SUCH TECHNICAL TERMS AS gUT^a, vrddM AND THE 

LIKE.—Further, being in the form of a compilation, the Veda 

MUST BE REGARDED AS A HUMAN PRODUCTION, LIKE A BOOK OF 

STORIES. And yet there is no reliable person (known, who 

COULD BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VedA) ;—THE VeDA THEREFORE MUST 
BE REGARDED AS Unreliable [See IShlokavdrtika —On Sentence, 
108-110].—(2336-2338) 


COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ moaning of sentence ’ consists in the Injunction or Prohibition of 
particular acts as associated with particular means of accomplishment; 
heroin too lies the validity or efficiency of the Vodic Injunction as a ‘ Means 
of Right Cognition ’; it does not rest in what is expressed by toords. Con¬ 
sequently when the validity or authority or reliability of the Veda has to 
be proved,—^what has been established regarding the eternality of the Word, 
its meaning and the connection of these, is of no use in the matter at issue. 
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Further, whenever there is cognition of the meaning of a sentence^ it is 
always found to be based upon Convention ; e.g. sentences like * dd-guryih * 
(P&nini’s Sutra, defining what is ‘guna’), bring about the cognition of 
what is meant by the technical terms ‘ guna \ ‘ vrddhi ’ and the like ;—the 
cognition of the meaning of the Injunctive Sentence is cognition of the meaning 
of a sentence ;—hence this is a reason based upon the nature of things.— 
This is what is shown in the words-—‘ In accordance with Conventions, etc, etc, ’ 

‘ Like the technical terms, etc, etc, ’—^The affix ‘ vati ’ has the sense of the 
Locative. 

In support of the said idea it is added—‘ without any basis \ —^That is, 
it is just possible that without any reason,—through their unbridled imagina¬ 
tion,—for the purpose of making a living—the ‘ Sacrificers ’ have assumed 
the meanings of such Vedic sentences as—‘ Desiring Heaven, one should 
offer the Agnihotra \ 

Then again, as a matter of fact, whatever is a compilation is a human 
product,—e.g. Dramas and Stories,—and the Veda is a compilation of 
words ;—hence this is a reason based on the natiu^e of the thing. 

Thus then, as the Veda is a human work, it must bo unreliable—like 
the words of the man by the roadside. 

It might be that it is reliable because it is the work of a reliable person. 

The answer to that is—‘ There is no reliable person known, etc. etc, ’— 
(2336-^2338) 

To the above, the Mhndmsaka makes the following answer :— 


TEXTS (2339-2340). 

“ The eternality of the Sentence is to be asserted in the same 

MANNER IN WHICH THE ETERNALITY OF THE CONNECTION (BETWEEN 

Word and Meaning) has been asserted.— [Shlokavdrtika —On 
Sentence, 365].— Even though in the case of the technical 
WORDS like ‘ vrddhi \ what has been asserted may be possible 
because these deal with perceptible things ; IN REGARD TO 
THE Veda however, the idea of ‘ conventionality ^ is not pos¬ 
sible ; BECAUSE BY WHOM HAS THE CONNECTION BETWEEN HeAVEN 
AND THE Sacrifices (spoken of in the Veda)—which is beyond 
THE reach of the SENSES,—BEEN PERCEIVED ? **— (2339-2340) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reasoning that has been put forward above in support of the view 
that the Connection between the Word and its Meaning cannot be artificial, 
—^under the Text 2257,—on the basis of that same reasoning the eternality 
of the Vedic Sentence also may be asserted. 

The Mlmdmsaka points out the ‘ inconclusive ’ character of the reasoning 
put forward by the Opponent, under Text 2337—in the wprds—‘ Because 



1097 


‘‘THE REVEALED WORD.*’ 

these deal, etc. etc '—In the case of the Sutras like ‘ ad^hgutmh as they 
deal with things that are perceptible, it is j) 08 sible that the ideas conveyed 
may be based upon Convention;—^this however is not possible in the cajse 
of the Veda ; because Heaven and such things—which are spoken of in the 
Veda ,—are beyond the reach of the senses, and hence no Convention could bo 
made (by men) regarding them.—(2339-2340) 

Says the Opponent—If that is so, then the Veda may be meaningless. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (2341-2342). 

“ It cannot be meaningless ; as its meaning is clearly 
APPREHENDED *’.— (2341) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It ’—stands for the Veda. —(2341) 


The Opponent has lu’ged (under Text 2338 the fact of the Veda being 
on ‘ aggregate ’ as a reason for its unreliability. By means of a counter- 
reason, the Mlmdmsaka shows that the said reason is ‘ Inconclusive ’:— 


TEXTS (2341-2342). 

“ As regards the argument based upon the fact of the Veda 
BEING AN aggregate, the counter-argument should be stated 
AS FOLLOWS :—^All Vedic Study (by any person) is always 
preceded by PREVIOUS ‘ Study ’ by his Teacher,— 
because it is called ‘ Vedic Study ’—like 
THE ‘ Study ’ carried on at the present 
TIME — [Shhkavdrtika —On Sentence, 

365-366].—(2341-2342) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—The same can be said in regard to the ‘ study * 
of the Mahdhkdrata also : all ‘ study ’ of the Mahdbhdrata is always preceded 
by the previous study by the Teacher,—like the ‘ study ’ at the present 
time ; but it will not be right to argue thus ; hence the counter-argument 
put forward is ‘ inconclusive 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2343). 

“ The argument might be urged in regard to the MahdhMrafn 
ALSO ; but it is blocked BY THE DISTINCT ‘ REMEMBRANCE ’ 
(Mention) of its writer. Though there are such 

‘ REMEMBRANCES ’ IN REGARD TO THE VeDA ALSO,— 

YET, THEY ARE ALL BASED UPON ‘ COMMENDATORY ’ 

DESCRIPTION — \Shlohimrtika —On Sentence, 

367].—(2343) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho same argument might be urged in regard to the Mahdbhnrata also; 
but tho Author, Vyasa, is clearly ‘remembered* (mentioned); hence such 
an assertion is rendered impossible by this mention of the author, and hence 
cannot be made. There is no such mention of the ‘ Author ’ in the case of 
the Veda. 

Says the Opponent—In regard to the Veda also, the Author is mentioned, 
in such passages as—‘ Agnirdvashchakruh samani . . . atharvdndngirasah 

Tho answer to this is—‘ Thomjh there are such, etc, etc, *—As regards the 
mention of ‘ authors ’ in tlie Veda, that is based upon commendatory descrip- 
tion ; ‘ arthavada ’ is the ‘ vdda description, of ‘ artha *, ‘ facts ’ ; this 
description is the basis of the said mention (of Authors in the Veda); hence 
the word ‘ ehaknih * in tlu' passage quoted dcx^s not stand for creating or 
producing^ but for remembering ; so the nteaning is that tho persons named 
‘ remembered * the Sdman, etc.—(2343) 


Question :—How has this meaning been deti^rmined ? 
Ansiver :— 


TEXTS (2344-2345). 

The Past and Future times can have no connection with any 
‘ Author OF the Veda ’,—because they are points of time,— 
like the Present time as perceived.— It shout.d be under¬ 
stood THAT Brahma and the rest are not the Makers 
of the Veda,—because they are Persons, etc. 

ETC.,—^LTKE ordinary MEN — (2344-2345) 

COMMENTARY. 

The two arguments here set forth are easily understood.—(2344-2345) 

In the following Texts, the whole subject-matter of the Context is summed 
up by the Mlmdmsaka and supported by arguments :— 
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TEXTS (2346-2350). 

‘‘ Thus then, it should be understood clearly that the Assertion 
IN THE Veda is not false (unreliable) ;—because in the expres¬ 
sion OF its meaning, it is not dependent upon a Speaker,— 
JUST like THE WORD IN THE EXPRESSION OF THE WORD-MEANING 

—(2346). 

“ The Cognitions derived from the Veda must be right,—because 

THEY arise from THE ETERNAL SENTENCE,—^LIKE THE COGNITION 
OF THE Sentence itself.—The arguments detailed before 
ARE ALL APPLICABLE HERE — [Shhkavdrtika — Samhandhdkse/pa, 2]. 
—(2347). 

“ The cognition brought about by the Vedic Injunction must be 

RELIABLE ; (a) BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED -BY CAUSES FREE FROM ALL 
defects ;—^LIKE THE IDEAS PRODUCED BY THE INFERENTIAL INDICA¬ 
TIVE, OR BY THE ASSERTION OF TRUSTWORTHY PERSONS, OR BY 

Perception ;— (h) also because it is produced by an assertion 

WHICH does not emanate FROM AN UNRELIABLE PERSON, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS FREE FROM SUBLATION AT ALL TIMES AND PLACES,— 
LIKE THE Idea produced by the ASSERTION OF A RELIABLE PERSON ”• 
—[SMokamriika, Sutra 2, 184-185]. (2348-2349) 

“ It being thus established that the Veda is authoritative and 

RELIABLE,—THE LONGSTANDING BEOINNINGLESS LINE OF TEACHERS 

AND Pupils that has been assumed tends to prove that it is 
FREE FROM DEFECTS — (2350) 


COMMENTARY. 

That w])ich produces a cognition, independently of the person using 
it, with regard to a certain thing, cannot bo false in respect of that thing; 
e.g. the Word as bringing about the cognition of its own meaning ;—^the Vedic 
Sentence produces the cognition of its meaning, independently of any speaker 
in the shape of its Author;—hence there is apprehension of a condition 
contrary to the wider condition ‘ falsity ’ being ‘ less wide ’ than ‘ being 
productive of cognitions through dependence upon the composing Person 
which latter thus is the ‘ vydpaka ’, the ‘ wider condition —the ‘ viruddha 
‘ contrary ’, of this would be ‘ being productive of cognitions independently 
of the composing person ’ ; and this latter condition is apprehended in the 
case of the Veda. 

‘ Like the Word in the expression of its meaning ’ ;—^this is meant to show 
that Words are productive of cognitions in conformity with the real state of 
things; and the ‘ cognition produced by the word ’ is not meant to be the 
Corroborative Instance ; the words themselves being that instance.—^Thus 
then, in the argument, Word is the Minor Term; and what is sought to be 
proved in regard to it is its non-falsity on account of itB being the cause of 
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cognitions in conformity with the real state of things;—consequently, the 
Corroborative Instance also shoiild have exactly the same character ; other¬ 
wise the Instance would be devoid of the Prohandum, 

There is another argument, which is formulated as follows :—That 
Cognition which is brought about by an eternal sentence must be in con¬ 
formity with the real state of things and hence right;—^just like the cognition 
of the verbal form of the sentence itself;—the cognition of the fact of the 
performance of Agnihotra, etc. leading to Heaven is produced by the eternal 
sentence ;—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.—The 
eternality (of the Veda) has been proved in detail already ; hence the Probans 
in this argument cannot be said to be ‘ Inadmissible 

‘ The Cognition brought about by the Vedic Injunction, etc, etc, ’—^This 
has been already explained. 

There are two other arguments, formulated as follows :—^The Cognition 
that is not produced by the assertion of an unreliable Person,-—and also 
that which is free from contradiction (sublation, annulment) throughout 
the variations of time, place and personalities, must be reliable,—like the 
Cognition produced by the assertion of a reliable person;—of this same 
kind is the Cognition produced by the Vedic Injunctive Sentence ;—hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of the thing concerned. 

The first of the Reasons adduced hero cannot be regarded as 
* Inadmissible ’; because it has been proved at groat length that the Veda 
is not the work of a Person. 

Nor can the second Reason be regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ’; because, 
as has been explained in the following passage—‘ The idea brought about 
by the assertion—“Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices”—is not 
an uncertain one; that is, it is not in the form that—Heaven may or may not 
follow from the performance of sacrifices; in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one that Heaven does follow; and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false. That Cognition alone is false which, having appeared, 
becomes sublated by the notion that such is not the actiml case ; the idea in 
question (that Heaven follows the performance of sacrifices) is never found 
to be so sublated at any time, or in regard to any pt^rson, or under any 
circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows that it is not false or wrong ’ 
— (Shahara’Bhd^ya on 1. 1. 2, Translation, Page 6). 

From all this it becomes established that the Veda is reliable, by itself, 
being as it is, the basis of all ideas of Dharma and allied matters ;—and 
like Light, it is a trustworthy source of knowledge for all men. Hence, it 
becomes established that all such theories as ‘ all that exists is mere 
Idea ’, which have been propounded by the Buddhists and others, cannot 
be right.—(2346-2360) 


Says the Opponent—If, like Light, the Veda is, by itself, a reliable 
source of knowledge for all men,—^then how is it that the Buddhist and 
others do not accept that view ? It cannot be right that for them, the 
Veda is not a reliable source of knowledge. 

Anticipating this, the Mlmdmsalca supplies the following answer :— 
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TEXT (2351). 

‘ Thus, like Light, the Veda being the ‘ Eye ’ for all men,— 

THE hostility THAT ARISES AGAINST IT AMONG SOME PEOPLE, IS I.IKE 

THE HOSTILITY OP THE OWL (TO LiGHT),—^AND IS THE EFFECT 
OF THEIR Demerit — (2351) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Sun, which is the common Eye of all, has dispelled all darkness 
by its mass of effulgent rays and shines all round,—colour does not become 
visible to the owl which has its Eye inefficient in the performing of its func¬ 
tions ; in the same way, people like the Buddhists, whose Eyes of Intelligence 
have become disabled by Demerit, have their vision obstructed,—even when 
the one common Eye of all people, in the shape of the Veda, is there. 

The particle ‘ Kila ’ is meant to indif*.ate displeasure. 

[Here ends the case for the Reliability of the Veda, the Revealed Word. 
—Next follow the arguments against the Reliability of the Revealed 
Word, Veda.] 


The said ‘ hostility ’ to the Veda is now expounded :— 


TEXT (2352). 

All this is the product of the false pride of the Twice-born 
People. There is no truth in this, even by the 
slightest chance.— (2352) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Qhurmk^aravat ’ ^—even by tfie slightest chantje ; like the ‘ Crow and the 
Palm-fruit ’.—(2352) 


1 ‘ Ohundksara ’—when insects get into a piece of wood and make holes in 
it, some times, the holes that appear become, by chance, so arranged as to assume 
the shape of Letters; hence * Ohutpdksara \ * insect-letters *, stands for * mere- 
chance ’. So also ‘ Crow and the Palm fruit ’ stands for mere chance ; exemplified 
by the case when the Palm fruit drops from the tree when the Crow sits upon 
it, it is mere chance, as the coming of the Crow cannot be the real cause of the 
falling of the fruit. 
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It has been argued (by the Mlmamsaka) that “ that which is free from 
the contact of defects conducive to falsity must be the source of trm cognition, 
etc. etc.”.—^The Author, for tim sake of argument, admits the Reason liere 
adduced, and then proceeds to sliow that it is ‘ inconclusive ’— 


TEXT (2353). 

Even though there is no Author, the Veda cannot be regarded 

AS SAYING WHAT IS TRUE ;—BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OK THOSE 
EXCELLENCES IN ITS SOURCE WHICH WOULD MAKE IT 
TRUTHFUL ;—^JUST AS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
DEFECTS, THE WORD IS NOT REGARDED 
AS false ,—( 2 Sm ) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ ’ stands for the Veda. 

A man under the influence of Love and Hatred, etc. is found to say 
things that are not true ; in this way, through positive and negative con¬ 
comitance, it is ascertained that there are certain defects which lie at the 
root of falsity ; similarly a man full of mercy and other good qualities is found 
to be truthful; hence these good qualities are excellences that lie at the 
root of truthfulness, —^Thus, in the absence (in the case of the Veda) of these 
causes of truthfulness, the effect, in the shaj)e of TrvihfulnesSf also should be 
non-existent.—So that even though th<> Veda may not be the work of a 
Person, its truthful'ness is not established; hence the Reason put forward by 
the Mlmamsaka is ‘ Inconclusive —(2353) 


Question :—” But how is it ascertained that the excellences are absent ? ” 
Ansiver :— 


TEXT (2354). 

It is only in the case of the works of Persons that the question 

ARISES AS TO WHETHER THE EXCELLENCES ARE THERE OR NOT. 

Hence there is no need for such an enquiry in 

THE CASE IN QUESTION ; AND WE HAVE NOT THE 
SLIGHTEST IDEA OF THERE BEING ANY 
EXCELLENCE AT ALL.— (2354) 


COMMENTARY. 

What this shows is that the grounds for denying the defects in the case 
of the Veda are also the grounds for denying the excellences also [viz. : the 
absence of a Person as the author].—(2354) 
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Siirnming up the argument, the Author proceeds to show that when we 
do not find the causes (of truthfulness and falsity), there cannot be any 
possibility of the Veda being either true or false ;— 


TEXT (2355). 

Thus, inasmuch as the causes op truthfulness and falsity ,—in the 

SHAPE (a) OF WISDOM AND MERCY AND (6) OP ABSENCE OP 

Mercy, etc.,—are not there, the said two qualities 
CANNOT BELONG TO THE VEDA.—(2355) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wisdom, etc. are the causes of truthfulness, while the absence of mercy, 
etc. are the causes of falsity, —^respectively. 

‘ The turn ’—i.e. Truthfulness and Falsity.—(2355) 


The following Texts show what follows when the Veda is neither truthful 
nor false — 


TEXTS (2356-2357). 

Thus the Veda is reduced to futility,—like such sentences as 
‘ srx CAKES — If it be argued that “ meanings are actually 
comprehended (prom Vedic Sentences), in respect op actions 
AND active agents ”,— [ThE ANSWER IS THAT] THERE MAY BE 
SUCH COMPREHENSION IN CASES WHERE THERE ARE EXPLANATIONS 
SUPPLIED BY MEN,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE DOINGS OF Urvoshl ,— 
EVEN THOUGH THE WORDS (OF THE VeDA) BY THEMSELVES DO 
NOT REALLY CONVEY ANY SUCH MEANING AT ALL,—AS HELD BY YOU. 

—(2356-2357) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Veda now turns out to be as ‘ futile * and meaningless as such stray 
utterances of the mad-cap as ‘ six cakes ‘ ten pomegranates ’ and the like. 

Says the Mtmdmsaka —“ In seeking to prove the futility of the Veda, 
the Buddhist makes his Proposition contrary to a perceptible fact; because 
it is directly perceived that the Vedic sentence actually provides the com¬ 
prehension of the idea that ‘ from the performance of the Agnihotra, follows 
the attainment of Heaven How then can this be denied ? ” 
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In answer to this, the Author, with a view to leaving no room for the 
Opponent to say anything, says—‘ There may be such comprehension^ etc, etcJ* 
—^The idea is as follows :—There would have been annulment of our Proposi¬ 
tion if we tried to prove the meaninglessness of the Veda by itself; what we 
are doing is only to put forward a Reductio Ad Ahsurdum ; and this cannot 
set aside our Proposition, as there is no Proposition in such an argument 
at all; all that is done is to show that when the other party does not admit 
the absence of the narrower factor even when the wider factor is absent, 
he incurs an undesirable incongruity and contradicts his own words. 

Nor is our Proposition contrary to any perceived fact. Because, even 
when the Veda is really meaningless, such comprehension of meaning as 
has been urged may be the effect of the explanations provided by people; 
for instance, in regard to the Vedic sentence ‘ Heaven follows from the Agni^ 
hotra *, some one may say—‘ what are described in this sentence are the doings 
of Bharata, Urvashl and other persons ’ ; and even though he may have offered. 
this explanation without actually knowing the meaning of the sentence, 
yet subsequently, the man actually has the comprehension of the said idea 
from the sentence. But this does not make the Vedic sentence really 
expressive of that meaning.—In the same manner, the ‘ comprehension of 
the meaning * that has been urged by the other party may proceed from 
the Vedic sentence, even though, in reality, this sentence may be entirely 
meaningless.—How then can our Proposition be annulled by ‘ a fact of Percep¬ 
tion (2356-2367) 

Further, it may be that in the Veda, there is absence, only of the defects 
conducive to falsity, not of the excellences ; even so, the ‘ inconclusiveness * 
of your Probans is irresistible. This is shown in the following :— 


TEXT (2358). 

Even if there be no Defects, Truthfulness dobs not become 

PROVED SIMPLY BECAUSE THE OTHER ALTERNATIVE MUST BE 
ACCEPTED ; BECAUSE THERE IS A THIRD ALTERNATIVE 
POSSIBLE, THAT OF ' MEANINGLESSNESS — 

(2358) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in connection with Words, there were only two possible alternatives— 
falsity and truthfulness, —then, the absence of one alternative would necessarily , 
imply the presence of the other ; there is however a third alternative possible 
—that they are meaningless ; under the circumstances, the negation oi falsity 
does not necessarily imply the assertion of truthfulness; as there is no negation 
of the other alternative of meaninglessness, —(2358) 
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TEXTS (2369-2361). 

It might be said that—“ The Veda by itself, independent of any 

PERSONALITIES, STANDS CAPABLE OP BRINGING ABOUT THE TRUE 
KNOWLEDGE OP THINGS,—AND IT IS ON THAT GROUND THAT IT IS 
REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL AND RELIABLE —If THAT IS SO, THAT 
KNOWLEDGE SHOULD . BE APPEARING INCESSANTLY,—BECAUSE ITS 
CAUSE IS ALWAYS THERE,—AS AT THE MOMENT INTENDED.—Or AT 
THE TIME THAT ONE COGNITION APPEARS, ALL COGNITIONS PROVIDED 
BY THE Veda should appear simultaneously,—BECAUSE IT IS AN 
EFFICIENT CAUSE,—^AS IN THE CASE OP THE INTENDED COGNITION.— 

(2359-2361) 

COMMENTARY. 


The following might be urged—“ If we had regarded the Veda aa truthful 
by reason of the presence of Mercy and such other excellences in its author, 
then, as the excellences would be resting in the Person,—when this Person 
would cease to exist, the excellences would disappear, and thence the truth- 
fulness based upon the excellences would also disappear. As a matter of 
fact, however, it is by its very nature that the Veda is the source of knowledge 
of real things,—and this capacity of the Veda is not due to any excellences in 
any Person ; hence there can be no ‘ inconchisiveness ’ in our Reason. Nor 
is there any possibility of the Veda being meaningless ”. 

Anticipating this argument of the Mlmdmsaka^ the Author says—‘ If 
that is so, etc, etc, ’—Just as, it is by its very nature that the Veda has a 
meaning,—in the same way it might be possible that it is false; so that the 
Reason still remains Inconclusive, This is going to be further explained 
later on. 

If the Veda were the source of knowledge, by its very natiu'e, then the 
cognitions provided by it should appear at all times and all simultaneously, 
as their efficient cause would bo there always. How then can the con¬ 
tingency of being meaningless be avoided ? 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—When the efficient cause 
of a certain thing is there, that thing must come about,—e.g. the cognition 
of the Agnihotra provided by the Vedic sentences;—the efficient cause, 
in the shape of Veda, of all cognitions arising from the Vodic sentences, 
is always present; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.— 
(2369-2361) 


The Author next points out another objection against the idea of cogni¬ 
tions appearing simultaneously:— 
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TEXT (2362). 

After that the Veda’s capacity to bring about cognitions would 

CEASE ; CONSEQUENTLY THE VbDA COULD NOT BE ETERNAL. If 
THE SAID CAPACITY CONTINUES TO EXIST, THEN THE SAME 
COGNITIONS SHOULD APPEAR AGAIN.— (2362) 

COMMENTARY. 

That in to Hay, if, after having .simultaneously produced all tJie Ct)gni- 
tions, the Veda loses the capacity to produce Cognitions, then, on actjount of 
the cessation of tiiat capacity, which forms the very essence of the Veda, 
the Veda itself becomes liable to cease to exist.—If however, the Vedu dotfs 
not lose that capacity, then, later on, the same set of Cognitions should 
appear again. Hence, we conclude that no eternal thing can possess any 
capacity for effective action.—(2362) 

In the following TexU the author puts forward a likely explanation to 
meet the argument that ‘ when the efiicient cause of a thing is present, that 
thing must appear *:— 


TEXT (2363). 

It might be .said that—The Veda .stands in need of explanation.s, 

BTC., AND as these EXPLANATIONS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, 

THE COGNITIONS (BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE VeDA) ARE 
HELD TO BE SUCCESSIVE ALSO.”— (2363) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ etc. ’ is meant to include Conventions. 

‘ These *—stands for the explanations, —(2363) 

This objection is answered in the following:— 


TEXT (2364). 

It CANNOT BE SO; WHEN IT IS EFFICIENT (aND HAS THE CAPACITY)— 
WHAT SORT OF ‘ DEPENDENCE ’ COULD THERE BE ? If IT IS EFFI- 
OIENT BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THAT ON WHICH IT IS 
DEPENDENT,—^WHAT HOPE, THEN, CAN YOU HAVE OF ITS 

BEING eternal ?— (2364) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when something is inefficient by itself, that it needs the help of 
others in securing the required efficiency; when, however, a thing is quite 
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efficient by itHelf, tlierc is no imperfection in its character ; what sort of need 
or dependence could there bo in that case ? 

If it be held that at first it is inefficient, but subsequently, it becomes 
efficient through the contact of contributory causes,—then you had better 
give up all hope for the oternality of the Veda I—(2364) 

Question : —“ How so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2305). 

If it was previously inefficient, and is made EFFICIENT BY THE 
EXPLANATIONS,—THEN IT BECOMES A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE 
THROUGH THE HELP OF PERSONALITIES, AND HENCE THE 

WORK OF A Person.— (2305) 

COMMENTARY. 

'J'lie underlying idea is that the efficiency or potency is not something 
apart from th(i Veda itself ; if it were something different, then as there would 
bo no connection between the Veda and the efficiency, the Veda would not 
be an active agent at all; as effects are produced from efiiciency only, 

‘ Source of knowledije ’—Tlie Veda as soui’ce of knowledge, comes to be 
born of Personalities ; the form of tlie Veda itself becomes born of Personalities; 
and as all this is not different from the Veda, the Veda itself becomes ‘ born 
of personalities ’.—(2365) 

Further, it is not only that by dependence upon sometliing else, the 
Veda becomes non-eternal; the assumption that it is not the work of an 
author also becomes futile.—This is shown in the following :— 


TEXTS (23t)()-2368). 


The Veda, as it stands, provides no knowledge to us, until it is 

ILLUMINATED (EXPLAINED) BY PERSONS WHO ACT AS LAMPS. CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY THERE IS NO REASON FOB THE ASSUMPTION THAT WHAT 
BRINGS ABOUT THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS IS SOMETHING WHICH IS 
NOT THE WORK OF A PERSON ; BECAUSE THE KNOWLEDGE IN 
QUESTION DOES PROCEED FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY 

Persons. Thus the character of not being the work of a 
Person, even though it may be present in the Veda, is of no 
USE ; because the only result produced by the Veda—i.e. 
KNOWLEDGE—IS DEPENDENT UPON PERSONS.— (23(36-2368) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that the Veda is not the work of a Person is postulated for 
the purpose of showing that the knowledge provided by it must be right;— 
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this assumption also is not independent of personalities in providing that 
knowledge,—hence the assumption is entirely futile. In fact, the Persons, 
as authors of the Veda, might very well be the reliable source of right know¬ 
ledge,—^what is the use of assuming tliis independence of Pereonalitiest which, 
after all, is itself dependent on personalities ?—(2366-2368) 

It might be argued that—in order to avoid the contingency of the Veda 
becoming non-eternal, and also that of the assumption of the Veda being 
independent of Personalities becoming futile,—the Veda is held to be always 
efficient,—then this view becomes open to the objection already pointed 
out.—This is what is shown in the following :— 

TEXT (2369). 

If the Veda is always efficient (to produce knowledge), then 

WHY SHOULD IT REQUIRE ANYTHING ELSE ? ThE REQUIRED 
KNOWLEDGE WOULD BE FORTHCOMING FOR YOU FROM 
THE PRESENCE OF THAT SINGLE EFFICIENT 

CAUSE.— (2369) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ Even if the help of Personalities is 
needed, the idea of freedom from Personalities does not become futile ; because 
what is made clear (explained) by the Persons is the meaning as it is there 
already,—they do not produce anything new; if they produced something 
new, then alone would the indt'pfmdence of those Persons become admitted; 
and in that case, being beset with attachment and other Defects, if they 
were to set about producing Vedic texts giving expression to wrong ideas, 
how could they be prevented ? ” 

The answer is that all these contingencies would arise also under the 
view that the knowledge of the meaning of Vedic Sentences is brouglit about 
by the explanations provided by Persons. 

This is what is shown in the following :— 

TEXTS (2370-2371). 

Persons, being free agents, proceeding to explain the Veda, 

ACCORDING TO THEIR WHIMS, COULD NEVER BE CHECKED BY 

ANY ONE. Consequently, being beset with such defects 
AS delusion, vanity, etc., they might provide wrong 
EXPLANATIONS OF THE VeDA.—ThERE IS ROOM FOR 
SUCH A SUSPICION.— (2370-2371) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, no such Person has been postulated as is independently 
cognisanf of the meaning of the Veda, which is beyond the reach of the senses. 
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who woiild expound this meaning. Because the power of such a Person to 
perceive supersensuous things through his knowledge of the Veda, cannot 
belong to him independently by himself;—and the knowledge of the 
meaning of the Veda also is not possible without the power to perceive 
supersensuous things;—^thus there is an unavoidable mutual interdependence. 
This is what is shown in the following :— 

TEXTS (2372-2373). 

The other party do not admit any Person capable of perceiving 

SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS ;—AND THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONNEC¬ 
TION BETWEEN Heaven and Sacrificial Performance can¬ 
not BE OBTAINED EXCEPT FROM THE (VeDIC) INJUNCTION ; 
BECAUSE FOR YOU, THERE IS NO PERSON WHO IS CAP¬ 
ABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING SUPERSENSUOUS 
THINGS ; AS WHOEVER HAS ANY KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE HAS IT ONLY THROUGH THE ETERNAL 

Words.— (2372-2373) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ achodanam ’ is to be explained as—‘ that for which 
there is no Injunction *; i.e. that which is independent of the Injunction. 

The reason for this is next stated—* Became, etc, etc, ’ 

Qmstion :—“ Why is this also so ? ” 

Answer : —‘ As whoever, etc, etc, ’—As has been declared in the following 
words—‘ For these reasons there is no Perceiver of supersensuous things; 
whoever knows anything about these knows it only through the Eternal 
Word ’-(2372-2373) 

The following might be \u*ged—“ The Veda itself would make known to 
such a person its own meaning, without any action on the part of that Person ; 
so that there is no mutual interdependence ”, 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2374). 

The Veda, by itself, without any support, cannot always make 

KNOWN its own MEANING ; IN FACT, IT STANDS IN NEED OF EXPLANA¬ 
TIONS BY Persons,—such explanations being like the 
STICK HELD BY THE BLIND MAN.— (2374) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Vedic sentence is heard by a man for the first time, it does 
not make known its meaning to that man, if he does not know the conventions 
(regarding the words and their meanings). 

24 
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Question :—“ What then does it do ? ” 

Anatoer :—‘ It needa^ etc* etc* ’—^The compound is to be explained as— 
^that which is similar to the stick held by the blind man *.—(2374) 


Qmation :—“ It may be in need of it; where is the harm ? ” 
Anawer :— 


TEXT (2375). 

When pulled up by the Explanations, the V^eda might fall into 

THE WRONG PATH ; AND IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT BE RIGHT 
TO REGARD THE VeDA AS THE ‘ EyE ’ (ILLUMINATING THINGS) 

LIKE THE Light.— (2375) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sa *—stands for the Veda. 

‘ Taya ’—stands for tlie Explanations by men. 

"Might fall Into the iirong path ’—^by providing a wrong knowledge of 
thing.s, expres.sing things a.s they are not. 

Thus, it cannot be right to say, as has been said (by the Mlmdmsaka) 
—* The Veda, like Light, is the one eye for all men, and there should be no 
objections raised against it (Text 2351).—(2375) 

The following Text sums up the discussion :— 


TEXT (2376), 

Even though by itself, the Veda may be able to bring about 

COGNITIONS,—yet ITS VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) CANNOT BE 
QUITE CLEAR ; AS IT IS DEPENDENT UPON 

Personalities.— (2376) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been already explained that what is efficient cannot bring about 
cognitions through the help of Personalitie.s.—Even granting that the Veda 
is efficient and yet it is productive of Cognitions through the help of Per¬ 
sonalities,—even so, though it may be able to bring about cognitions through 
the help of Personalities, yet its validity and reliability would not be clearly 
possible.—Such is the construction of the sentence. 

The particle ‘ api ’ is misplaced ; it should be construed after ‘ aali \ — 
(2376) 

The following Teoct further clarifies this same idea :— 
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TEXT (2377). 

The validity of a means of cognition is accepted on the ground 

OF ITS BRINGING ABOUT COGNITIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REAL 
STATE OF THINGS. If THEN, THE VeDA DEPENDS UPON EX¬ 
PLANATIONS PROVIDED BY MEN, THE ASSUMPTION OF ITS 
VALIDITY (reliability) CANNOT BE RIGHT.— (2377) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ TJie assumption of its validity cannot he right *;—because under Text 2375 
it has been shown that ‘ it might fall on the wrong path ’.—(2377) 

From the above it follows that it is not right to assert as has been 
asserted (by the Mlmdmsaka, imder Text 2350, above) that—‘ The Veda 
being reliable, a beginningless line of Pupils and Teachers tends to make it 
faultless ’. 

This is what is shown in the following;— 


TEXT (2378). 

Thus, the Veda not having been proved to be valid, any beginning¬ 
less LINE OF Pupils and Teachers, even though assumed, 
CANNOT MAKE IT FAULTLESS.— (2378) 

COMMENTARY. 

After ' mane we should read ‘ a — sthite \ —(2378) 

Question :—“ Why cannot it make it faultless ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2379). 

Because not a single person among them is held to be capable 
OF perceiving SUPERSENSUOUS things ; HENCE, EVEN THOUGH 
ASSUMED, THE TRADITIONAL LINE OF PuPILS AND 

Teachers can be only a line of blind 
PERSONS.— (2379) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ If it is a line of blind people,—what then ? ” 

Ansiver :— 
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TEXT (2380). 

When a blind man is led by another blind man, he is not sure to 

GET AT THE RIGHT PATH ; HENCE THE ASSUMPTION OF THE 
BEGINNINGLESSNESS of THE LINE (OF PUPILS AND 

Teachers) is entirely futile.— (2380) 


COMMENTARY. 

This has been thus asserted in the Shdbara-Bhdaya (1. 1. 2)— In regard 
to such things as are beyond the senses, the words of men cannot be a reliable 
source of knowledge; just as the words of persons born blind cannot be a 
reliable source of knowledge regarding shades of colour ’.— {Translation, 
page 5). 

Hitherto objections against the Veda have been tuged after having 
admitted (for the sake of argument) that the beginninglessness of the Veda 
is proved by ‘ the line of Pupils and Teachers *.—Now it is going to be shown 
that this also is not so proved :— 


TEXT (2381). 

As A matter of fact, there is no MEANS OF KNOWING FOR CERTAIN 
THAT THIS THING (THE VeDA AND ITS MEANING) HAS NOT BEEN 
MADE (composed) BY SUCH LATER BeINGS AS Mauu, 

Vydsa and others.— (2381) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ No means of knowing, etc, etc, ’—;—^because the matter is entirely 
imperceptible. 

The following might be urged—When we regard the Veda as valid and 
reliable, it is not because it is the source of true knowledge and hence not the 
work of any person; w’e do so simply because the connection between 
words and their meanings is eternal and what they express is true. This 
coidd not be possible if the Veda were the work of a Person 

But this also is * Inconclusive ’; where is the ground for the hard and 
fast rule that what expresses the truth must not be the work of a Person ? 
—But granting that it is so ;—even so the view is open to objections. 

This is what is pointed out in the following:— v • 
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TEXTS (2382.2383). 


The validity and reliability of the Veda may be due merely to 

ETERNAL CONNECTION EXPRESSIVE OP TRUE THINGS ; EVEN SO, THERE 
IS NO ONE WHO EVER PERCEIVES THAT CONNECTION, WHICH IS 
BEYOND THE SENSES. AlL THAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE 

WORDS (of the Veda) is supersensuous ; hence its 

CONNECTION ALSO MUST BE SUPERSENSUOUS; WHILE 
ALL HUMAN BEINGS BY THEMSELVES ARE 
INCAPABLE OF SEEING THINGS BEYOND 
THE BEACH OF THE SENSES.— 

(2382-2383) 

COMMENTARY 


* Saty&rtha ' qualifies * nityasamhandha \ 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ eternal connection ’ is something that has 
been assumed ; and if it did not bring about the cognition of the meaning, its 
assumption would be futile ; certainly it has no other character except that of 
being productive of the cognition of the meaning ;—the operation of the 
connection consists only in bringing about the cognition of the meaning ; 
how then can there be a Connection which does not bring about such 
Cognition ? It is not by its mere presence that the Connection brings about 
the cognition ; it does so only when it is itself recognised ; if it were not so, 
then the cognition of the meaning would appear also in one who is ignorant 
of the convention (bearing upon the connection between words and meanings); 
and yet the connection cannot be recognised by any one ; because one 
member of the connection—^in the shape of Heaven, etc.—being beyond the 
reach of the senses, the connection itself must also be beyond it. 

It might be argued that'—People capable of perceiving supersensuous 
things would recognise the connection 

The answer to that is—‘ All human beings, etc. etc. ’—as has been declared 
in the following words—‘ Thus there is no direct perceiver of things beyond 
the senses ; if people know these things it is only through the Word 

‘ Anatyak^adrshah ’—capable of perceiving supersensuous things.— 
(2382-2383) 


It might be urged that—“ the Veda itself would make this Connection 
known ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2384). 

The Veda certainly does not say—‘ such and such is my connection 
WITH the meaning ’; AS regards the ‘ connection of the 
MEANING ’ that WOULD BE FIXED BY MEN, AND WOULD 
NOT DIFFER FROM BEING ‘ THE WORK OF MAN — 

(2384) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not that tho Veda-Personality, over-flowing with sympathy, his 
mind bent upon piety, devoted to doing good to others, and charitably dis¬ 
posed, invites the Brahmanas and offers to them the moaning of the Veda, 
saying to them—‘ O Brahmanas, such and such is my meaning, please accept 
this ’. 

Question :—“ In that case, the Brahmanas would themselves imagine 
the meaning ”. 

Answer :—‘ As regards, etc, etc.* 

The following Text explains the ‘ non-difference ’ mentioned in the 
preceding Text :— 


TEXT (2385) 

Just as it is suspected that what the word of man says may 

BE untrue,—IN the SAME WAY, MAY IT NOT BE SUSPECTED 
THAT THE MEANING IMAGINED BY MAN MAY BE WRONG ? 

—(2385) 

COMMENTARY. 

It sometimes happens that with the intention of knowing things in a 
jumbled up form, men make use of confused and jumbled up words,—in the 
same way, they may imagine and determine the meaning of words in the 
same confused manner. Where then is the difference between the two ? 

‘ Sd ’—stands for wrongness. 

‘ Sha'hkyd *—^might be suspected.—(2385) 


At flrst, it was explained that tho Veda itself being unreliable, the 
assumption of the ‘ line of pupils and teachers * is futile. Now, it is granted 
(for the sake of argument) that the Veda is reliable ; and then shown that in 
either case, the assumption of the ‘ line of pupils and teachers ’ is futile :— 
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TEXT (2386). 

Even if the Veda is a reliable source op knowledge, the 

BEGINNINGLESS ‘ LiNE OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS ’ THAT HAS 
BEEN ASSUMED BECOMES LIKE A ‘ LINE OF BLIND 
PERSONS — (2386) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following text, the Opponent urges the fallacy of ‘ Impossibility ’ 
against the foregoing assertion of the Buddhist to the effect—‘ May it not be 
suspected, etc. etc.’ (Text 2385):— 


TEXTS (2387-2388). 

“ The COGNITION that arises in regard to Heaven and such things, 

FROM the VeDIC SENTENCES SPEAKING OF THE Agnihoim, ETC. IS 

FOUND TO BE FREE FROM DOUBT AND UNCERTAINTY,—^JUST LIKE 
THE FIRM CONVICTION THAT PROCEEDS FROM SENSE-PER¬ 
CEPTION. Why THEN SHOULD THE VeDA, BRINGING 
ABOUT SUCH COGNITION NOT BE REGARDED AS 
RELIABLE ? It IS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE 
IDEA THAT ONE DERIVES FROM THE WORDS 

OF THE Veda is never doubtful 
AND UNCERTAIN.”— (2387-2388) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Areka ’—is doubt, uncertainty. —‘ fidi ’ is meant to include mistake, 
wrongness. —As declared in the Shahara-Bka.^ya (1. 1. 2)—‘ The idea brought 
about by the assertion—Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices— 
is not an uncertain one ; i.e. it is not in the form—Heaven may or may not 
follow from the performance of sacrifices ; in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one—that Heaven does follow ; and wdien this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false. That Cognition or Idea alone is false which, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion—such is not the actual case ; the 
idea in question—that Heaven follows from the performance of sacrifices— 
is never found to be so sublated at any time, or in regard to any person, o^ 
under any circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows that it is not 
false or wrong .*— (Translation, p. 5). 

If it were not so, then why should not your mind be swinging in doubt, 
even when you may be actually feeling the huge flame of fire with gleaming 
sparks flying on all sides ? In fact, under the circumstances, there would 
be nothing reliable for you. 

Such is the sense of the Opponent (Mlmdmsaha). 

His argument may be formulated thus:—That Cognition which is 
free from doubt and mistake must be regarded by all intelligent men as * valid 
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and reliable ’e.g. the certain cognition of fire that the man has who 
desires heat for cooking and whose mind is not under delusion;—^and the 
Cognition arising from the Vedic sentences speaking of the Agnihotra, etc. 
is free from doubt and mistake; hence this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of the thing. * 

‘ Na-avalambita ’—is to be construed with (as governing) ‘ pramanatdm \ 

‘ Tam kurvan ’—bringing about such cognition.—(2387-2388) 

The author answers the above argument in the following— 


TEXTS (2389-2390). 

It is not so ; because uncertainty does arise (in the case of the 

Vedic Sentence), just in the same way as in the case of 

ANOTHER Assertion to the contrary ; and intelligent people 

DO NOT perceive ANY DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO CASES. 

In fact, in regard to things beyond the senses, THERE CAN 

BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THEIR existence OR uou-existence. — 

If IT BE URGED THAT—‘‘ THIS CERTAINTY DOES ARISE PROM 

THE Vedic Sentence ”,—^then (the answer is)—^why cannot 

THERE BE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE CONTRARY OF THAT, FROM 

ANOTHER SENTENCE ?— (2389-2390) 

COMMENTARY. 

If your Reason means that the notion that intelligent men obtain 
from the Veda is free from uncertainty, etc.—^then it is not ‘ admissible ’; 
because the notion that the intelligent man has of Agnihotra leading to Heaven 
is just as uncertain as that of Agnihotra not leading to Heaven ; in fact, in 
the matter of all supersensuous things, there can be no cause for any absolutely 
certain cognition as to the thing being existent or non-existent ; because the 
corroboration of the actual perception of the real state of things is equally 
unavailable in both cases. 

‘ As in the case of another assertion to the corUrary ’—^The ‘ vati ’ affix is 
added to the word with the Locative ending. 

It might be argued that—“ the certainty is obtained from the Vedic 
sentence itself ; why seek for another cause for it ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ Why cannot there he, etc, etc,^ —i.e. certainty 
contrary to what is asserted in the Vedic sentence. 

‘ From another sentence ’— Le. from one emanating from a man. 

‘ Why cannot there he ’—^i.e. there must be.—Hence that also should 
be regarded as valid and reliable; as the ‘ absence of sublation ’ would be 
equally available in both cases.—(2389-2390) 

It might be argued that—“ As a matter of fact intelligent Vedic scholars 
do actually obtain unshakeable notions from the Veda; hence the Reason 
cannot be ‘ inadmissible ’ 
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The answer to that is that such notions may be obtained ; but even so, 
if the Reason is not ‘ inadmissible *, it certainly is ‘ Inconclusive *. 

This is shown in the following— 

TEXTS (2391-2393). 

That Vedic scholars derive unshakable notions from the Veda 

IS DUE TO THEIR MINDS BEING INFLUENCED BY FAITH ; AND THIS IS 
EQUALLY PRESENT IN OTHER PEOPLE’S MINDS, IN RESPECT OF OTHER 
ASSERTIONS. FOR EXAMPLE, QUITE AS UNSHAKABLE NOTIONS ARE 
DERIVED BY THE BUDDHISTS REGARDING TROUBLE AND SUFFERING 
RESULTING FROM SACRIFICES WHICH INVOLVE THE KILLING OF 
ANIMALS. Of THIS LATTER NOTION WE DO NOT FIND ANY SUBLATION 
TILL NOW. If it be SAID THAT “ THERE MAY BE SUBLATION 
OF IT AT SOME FUTURE TIME AND PLACE ”,—THE SAME IS EQUALLY 
POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OP THE VeDIC SENTENCE ALSO.— (2391-2393). 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sd ’—the firm conviction. 

‘ Any^§dm ’—of the Buddhist and other people. 

‘ Anyatah ’—^from such sentences as ‘ From sacrifices, involving the 
killing of animals, proceed trouble and suffering 

This is what is shown in the sentence beginning with ‘ For example^ 
etc* etc*' —^It is easily understood.—(2391-2393) 

The Author again shows that the premiss regarding the Veda being 
independent of personalities is ‘ inconclusive ’:— 

TEXTS (2394-2397). 

If the Veda expressed its meaning by itself independently of 

CONVENTIONS MADE BY THE WHIMS OF MEN,—THEN IT MIGHT BE 
VALID AND RELIABLE. As, IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT ABANDON 
ITS MEANING, EVEN WHEN EXPLAINED OTHERWISE BY MEN WITH 
MINDS PERVERTED BY DELUSION, VANITY AND OTHER DEFECTS ;— 
AND IT WOULD DIRECTLY BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THAT 
MEANING ALONE, AND NOT EXPRESS ANY MEANING THAT MAY BE 
DESIRED BY MEN.— Ip HOWEVER, IT DEPENDS UPON THE WHIMS OF 
MEN, THEN IT DOES NOT DIFFER FROM THE COMMON ASSERTIONS OP 
MEN ; AS IN THAT CASE THE EXPRESSING OF MEANING WOULD BE 
DEPENDENT UPON MEN, AND IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT IT MAY BE 
WRONG.— (2394-2397 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The whims of men are unfettered; if then the Veda depended, in the 
expressing of its meaning, upon Conventions made by the whims of men,— 
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it would not express the meaning that is desired ; as there would be nothing 
to restrict it. On the other hand, if the Veda expressed its meaning indepen¬ 
dently of the Conventions, then it would be possible for it to be valid and 
reliable; . becaiise regardless of the explanations propounded by men, it 
would directly express its meaning; even though it might be explained 
otherwise by men, it would never abandon the function of expressing its 
own meaning by itself,—exactly as the eye and other organs do not abandon 
their inherent function of apprehending things.—This is the sense of the 
whole argument. 

‘ Akhydyamdna ’—Being explained. 

‘ Aram ’—Quickly ; at once. 

‘ Wrong ’—^i.e. the whims of men may be wrong.—(2394-2397) 


It may be that, on account of the Veda not being the work of an author, 
its connection with its meaning is inherent; even so, however, what is 
desired by the MlmdmaaJca is not proved ; as the Reason adduced remains 
‘ Inconclusive *. 

This is the view expounded in the following:— 


TEXTS (2398-2399). 

It is SAID THAT THE VeDA, NOT BEING THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR, HAS 
THE INHERENT CAPACITY OF ASSERTING WHAT IS TRUE ;—BUT WHY 
CANNOT IT BE SUSPECTED THAT WHAT IT SAYS IS NOT TRUE ? 

Just as its truthfulness is deduced from the fact 

THAT BY itself, IT BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION OF 
WHAT IS TRUE,—IN THE SAME MANNER IT MIGHT 
BE SUSPECTED THAT BY ITSELF IT BRINGS 
ABOUT THE COGNITION OF WHAT IS NOT 

TRUE.— (2398-2399) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Prdkrtam ’—^pertaining to its nature ; inherent.—(2398-2399) 


The following text proceeds to urge that the reason for the validity and 
reliability of the Veda may be held to lie in the fact of its being the work of 
a reliable person; why rely upon its not being the work of anyone, which 
only shows your stupidity ? 
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TEXTS (2400-2401). 

Further, if you are really eager to regard the Veda as valid 

AND reliable, THEN TRY AND PROVE THAT IT IS THE WORK OF A 
person free from defects and SO FORTH. IF IT IS COM¬ 
POSED BY A faultless AUTHOR AND IS EXPOUNDED IN THE 
WORLD BY FAULTLESS EXPOUNDERS, IT CERTAINLY CAN 
BE THE MEANS OF OBTAINING THE COGNITION OF 
THE REAL TRUTH REGARDING THINGS.— 

(2400-2401) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ami 80 forth ’—is meant to include the faultless expounders —(2400- 
2401) 

Question —“ How can validity and reliability be accepted as attaching to 
the Veda as composed and explained by faultless persons ? ” 

Answer ;— 

TEXT (2402). 

The well-defined and excellent words of persons full of wsdom 

AND COMPASSION, EVEN THOUGH EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, 

ARK ACTUALLY THE MEANS OF TRUE COGNITIONS.— (2402) 

COMMENTARY. 

This has been thus declared by Shabarasvdmin (in his Bhd^ya on Su. 
1. 1. 2)—‘‘ As regards the assertion of ordinary men, if it emanates from a 
trustworthy person,—or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived 
by the senses,—it must be true (Translation^ p. 4.) 

‘ Sadvdchah ’—Excellent assertions.—(2402) 

The following Text again shows the ‘ inconclusiveness * of not being the 
work of a Person as a Reason for reliability. 

TEXT (2403). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VeDA CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A SOURCE OF 

Right Cognition, simply because it is not the work of 
MAN. Because it has been found that such things 
AS forest-fire and the like (which are not 

THE WORK OF MAN) ARE THE SOURCE 
OF FALSE COGNITIONS.— (2403) 

COMMENTARY. 

Mistaken cognitions do not always arise from the presence of defects in 
men ; even in cases where no such defects are possible,—o.g. in the case of 
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guch things as forest-fire ,—there are wrong cognitions in regard to the Blue 
Lotus and such things [the Blue Lotus api)earing Red under the glare of the 
extensive fire]. 

‘ Ddva-vahni *—^is the wild fire biu*ning in the woods. What is meant 
to be cited as the source of wrong cognition is that Fire which starts by 
itself through the friction of dried bamboos, etc. in the forest. That fire on 
the other hand which is produced by men by rubbing together of two 
sticks,—this cannot be regarded as ‘ not the work of man ’ ; and hence this 
could not invalidate the Mimamsaka's Reason. 

‘ Forest-fire and the like *—‘ and the like ’ is meant to include the Mirage 
and such phenomena.—(2403) 

How these are the source of wrong cognitions is shown in the following:— 


TEXT (2404). 

In the glare of fire, the Blue Lotus appears as Red. — If it is said 
THAT— In this case the Fire is the cause of the wrong 
Cognition, and is a product (not eternal) —[then, 
the answer is as in the following Text]. 

—(2404) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be said (by the Mlmdmsaka) —“ The mere fact of 
not being the work of a person has not been put forward by us as the Reason 
(for Reliability),—what is meant by us to be the Reason is that fact along 
with the fact of not being a product —^Or it is this character of not being a 
product that is indicated by the character of not being the work of a Person, 
Hence the Reason is not rendered Inconclusive by the case of the Forest 
fire, which is a product (with a beginning) — 

This is the Mimamsaka's answer which is anticipated and set forth in the 
words—‘ In this case, the Fire, etc. etc.^ 

‘ TaddhHuh ’—the source of wrong cognition.—(2404) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXT (2405). 

Does the * character of being a Product ’ make things the source 
OF wrong cognitions ? In that case, Smoke would not 
BE THE CORRECT INDICATOR OF FiRE.— (2405) 

COMMENTARY. 

That alone can be a qualification of the Reason (Probans) which serves 
to differentiate the Probans from the contrary of the Probandumother. 
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wise, if any and every qualification could make the Reason concliuiivet then 
no Reason could ever be Inconclusive ; because qualifications would easily be 
available by the mere wish for it;—the character of not being a Product does 
not set aside its capacity to bring about wrong notions ; because if being a pro- 
duct were known to be the cause of being a source of wrong notions^ then the 
absence of the former might mean the absence of the latter also. 

The Opponent might say—“ It is so known 

The answer to that is—‘ In that case^ etc, etc' —If the character of being 
a Product were the reason for being the source of wrong notions, —then the 
character of not being a Product would be the reason for being the source of 
right notions ;—^because Right and Wrong Cognitions being mutually 
contradictory, both could not proceed from one and the same cause ; e.g. 
Fire, which is the source of Heat, cannot be the source of gold ; consequently^ 
as Smoke is a product, it could not be the means of the Right Notion of Fire.— 
(2405) 

The following might be urged :—“ What is meant by us is, not that 
the character of being a product is the cause of wrong cognition only, but that 
the said character alone is the cause of the wrong cognition ; there is no 
other cause for it; we do not assert that Right Cognition can never be 
brought about by what is a Product, Everything that is a product is not 
equally regarded by us as being the cause of Wrong Cognition ; by virtue 
of which, the Right and Wrong Cognitions being mutually contradictory, 
all that is not~product would be the source of Right Cognition, What is 
meant by us is that Products being multifarious, it is only some Products 
that are the source of Wrong Cognition,—e.g. jaundice, etc.—^while some are 
the source of Right Cognition,—e.g. the whole lot of undiseased sense-organs. 
If it were not so, then, on finding that some products like Ice are the source of 
cold,—it might be presumed by implication that warmth which is contrary to 
cold is due to something that is not a Product. As a matter of fact, however, 
this is not so.—^Thus, inasmuch as we do not deny the fact of the Product 
being the som*ce of Right Cognition, Smoke does remain the means of Right 
Cognition (of Fire) ”. 

Anticipating this argument, the Author answers it in the following— 


TEXT (2406). 

Thus, even though not the work of a person, the Veda 

CANNOT BE THE SOURCE OF RiGHT COGNITION ; HENCE THE 
ASSUMPTION OF IT IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.— (2406) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the character of being a Prodtict were the cause of both Rightness and 
Wrongness,—then the absence of that character would mean the absence of 
both Right and Wrong Cognition; consequently the fact of the Veda not 
being a product could not be a ground for its being a source of Right Cognition; 
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as that is not a cause of this latter; hence the qualification—‘ not being a 
product ’—^as applied to the Probans, is useless. 

The following might be urged—“ By the qualification—‘ not being the 
work of man what is meant is not the ‘ Positive-Negative * Premiss, but a 
purely negative Premiss; the sense being that— being a Product^ which is the 
contrary of the Probans (‘ not being the work of man ’), is concomitant with 
‘falsity’, which is the contrary of the Probandum (‘Truthfulness’),— 
because falsity is found in the words of man only—whence wherever there is 
the character of not being a Product^ which is contrary to that with which 
Falsity is invariably concomitant,—there, the character of not being a Product, — 
which is negatively concomitant with falsity —being negatived, its concomi¬ 
tant, Falsity, also becomes negatived ; and thus it would follow' that what is 
not a Product asserts what is true ; and as thus the desired conclusion would be 
got even without the affirmative premiss, any statement of such a Premiss 
w’’ould be useless 

True ; this is so. If the concomitance between the two contraries is 
admitted. But it is not admitted. For instance, there would be con¬ 
comitance between the two contraries of the Probandum, if against the 
Probans, wdiich is contrary to the Probandum, there were a snblative cogni¬ 
tion. There is, however, no such sublative cognition. Mere non-perception 
docs not prove non-existence ; as it is not a conclusive proof for non-existence. 

The following might be urged—“ Being a Product is the contrary of 
not-beiruj a Product ; in the former wo falsity, whence it follows by implica¬ 
tion that what is not a Product is devoid of falsity 

This is not right. From seeing something in one place, it does not follow 
that it does not exist elsewhere ; because one and the same thing is found 
to be concomitant with mutually contradictory things. For instance, the 
single character of non-eternality is found to be concomitant w'ith what is 
produced by effort and also what is not so produced ; and the mere fact of 
non-eternality being found in what is produced by effort, cannot lead to the 
conclusion that it does not exist in what is not produced by effort. 

Further, if the mere fact of falsity being sometimes found in what is a 
Product were to mean that the two are invariably concomitant, then it 
might be that truthfulness being found in words proceeding from men,— 
truthfulness and proceeding from men may be regarded as invariable con¬ 
comitants ;—and consequently, on the cessation of the character of being 
a product, falsity should cease,—as also Truthfulness should cease; so 
that the mere fact of TWt being the work of a Person does not prove truthfulness- 
Enough of this discussion.—(2406) 


The Author has, so far, proved, in detail, the ‘ Inconclusiveneas ’ of the 
following Reasons (propounded by the Mlmdmsaka, in support of the 
Reliability of the Veda)—(a)* that it is free from all defects conducive to 
falsity, as implied by the fact of its not being the work ol man,—(6) that it 
is not the work of man, as indicated by the absence of defects,—(c) that it 
is not the work of man, which has been directly stated in so many words. 
He now proceeds to show the * inadmissibility ’ of these :— 
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TEXTS (2407-2409). 

From all this it follows that the Reasons in support of (1) the 
Veda not being the work of a Person, (2) or there being only a 
‘ manifestation ’ OF IT, AND (3) OF ITS BEING ETERNAL,—^AS ALSO 
(4) OF THE ETERNAL CONNECTION BETWEEN THE WORDS AND ITS 
MEANING,—^HAVB ALL BEEN SET FORTH USELESSLY. BECAUSE, EVEN 

IF THE Veda has all this character, it cannot be accepted 
TO be the source OF TRUE KNOWLEDGE ; AS HAS BEEN JUST STATED 
IN DETAIL. Hence we are not paying much attention to the 

REFUTATION OF THIS IDEA (OF THE VeDA NOT BEING THE WORK OF A 

person). Who would ever care to refute what has no bearing 
UPON the matter under consideration ?— (2407-2409) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Tlio idea of its not l)eing the work of a Person, (2) the idea that 
there is ‘ manifestation * of it, and (3) the idea that it is eternal;—the 
Reasons in support all this.—‘ Sddhana * being that by which something is 
proved, i.e. Reason, Probans.—Various kinds of such Reasons have been 
shown above already. 

‘ Tasmin ’—oven if all this be true.—* Asya ' of the Veda. 

‘ Upagarnyate ’—cannot be accepted. 

‘ Vydsatah ’—in detail. 

‘ Etatpratiki^^pe ’—to the refutation of all this idea—of the Veda not 
being the work of a Person and so forth. 

Kven if all this is true, what is wanted by the Mimd7n8aka is not accom¬ 
plished ;—and as this has been explained already ; if a further refutation of 
all this were done, it would be of no use in the present discussion.—(2407-2409) 

This same idea is further explained- - 


TEXTS (2410-2411). 

The question that is being considered now is the idea of the 
Veda being the source of Right Knowledge ; and it has been 

PROVED that it CANNOT BE SO, EVEN IF IT BE NOT THE WORK 

OF A Person.—What little is said in this con¬ 
nection (by the other party) in sheer vanity, 

—ALL THAT VANISHES IN THIS SAME WAY, FOR 
ALL MEN OF KEEN INTELLECTUAL 

VISION.— (2410-2411) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ahopuru§ikd ’—vanity.—^The nominal affix ‘ vwh * being due to the 
term being included under the ‘ Manojfia ’ group. 
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‘ Men of keen intelligence \—whose vision, in the shape of Intelligence, 
is very keen.—(2410-2411) 


It has been argued by the Mimdrnaaka under 2095, above, that ‘ the 
author of the Veda ’ is not cognisable by any of the five Means of Knowledge, 
etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2412). 

The absence of the Me^ns of Cognition does not necessarily 

MEAN THE ABSENCE OF THE Object OF COGNITION ; BECAUSE THE 
LATTER ARE NOT CAUSES WITH WHICH THE FORMER IS 
INVARIABLY CONCOMITANT. —(2412) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this the most important argument (of the Mlrnamaaka) 
is ‘ inadmissible *. 

It is only what is all-pervading, e.g. the Causey which, being absent, 
indicates the absence of the less pervasive, e.g. the Effect ; because these two 
are related to each other—^the all-pervasive to the less pervasive, by the 
relation of co-essentiality, and the Cause to the Effect by the relation of the one 
being produced by the other;—and for you, the effect and the leas •pervasive 
factor cannot be present when their correlatives are not there.—As regards 
the Means of Cognition, they cannot be pervasive over, and the Cause of, all 
things. For instance, it is quite possible for a thing far removed in time and 
place and nature, to exist even withotit the Means of Cognition applying to 
it; hence the said Means of Cognition cannot be pervasive over all things. 
Nor can the Means of Cognition be regarded as the Cause of all things, for 
the same reason; specially as it is the other way about, the Means of 
Cognition itself being the effect or product of the Objects of Cognition. And 
yet when the Effect is absent, it does not imply the Absence of the Cause ; 
as such a premiss is found to be false. And what is neither the Cause nor 
all-pervasive cannot indicate the absence of its correlatives; as, if it did, 
there would be incongruities. 

Thus it is established that in the proving of. the absence of the Object 
of Cognition only, the absence of the Means of Cognition only, if cited as 
a Reason, is clearly ‘ inconclusive ’ and wrong.—(2412) 


The same ‘ Inconclusiveness * is further confirmed by the possibility 
of the Reason in the Contrary of the Probandum :— 
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TEXT (2413). 

Thus, even though not cognisable by the five Means of Cognition, 
THE Author of the Veda is not amenable to ' Non-apprehension ’ 
(Negation) alone ;—he being just like the Author of 
the story-book whose author is not 
known.— (2413) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Tat ’—^Thus ; therefore. 

Construe thus—‘ Panchabhih agamyopi ahruteh kartd 
‘ Avijndta, etc ,''—The compound is to be expounded as—‘ those whose 
authors are unknown ’ ; and this to be taken as in opposition to (qualifying) 
‘ dkhydyikddi ’ ; and then the Genitive Ending and the ‘ vati ’—afRx.—(2413) 


The following Text points out the ‘ inadmissibility * and hence ‘ Incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ of the Mimdmaakd'a Probans :— 


TEXT (2414). 

If the author of these , story-books is inferred from the fact 

OF THEIR BEING EXPRESSIVE OP DISTINCTLY CLEAR MEANINGS,— 
then why CANNOT THE SAME BE DONE IN REGARD TO THE 

Veda also ?— (2414) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Te§dm ’—stands for the story-books, etc. 

‘ Why cannot, etc, etc ,'—^That is, why is not the Author of the V^eda 
also inferred from its being expressive of distinctly clear meanings ?—there 
being no difference between the two cases. Thxis the Reason—‘ because 
there is no means of knowing such an Author’ becomes ‘inadmissible’, 
‘ untrue —(2414) 


Further, the Reason as adduced by the Mlmdmaaka can have two 
meanings—(1) that the Author is not cognised by any one through the 
Five Means of Cognition, and (2) that he is not so cognised by the Mlmdmaaka 
himaelj ;—in the former sense, it is Douhtful-hence-Inadmiaaible ; and in the 
latter, it is Incondttaive ,—^This is shown in the following;— 

25 
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TEXTS (2415-2417) 

As BBOARDS HIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY ALL BEINGS,—THAT IS ALWAYS 

dovbtful ; AS it is possible that at some time by some means of 
Cognition, he might become cognised by some one. Because 
that he is so uncognisablb cannot be clearly ascertained 

BY ALL living BEINGS OF ALL THE THREE WORLDS COMING TOGETHER 
without EXCEPTION.— As REGARDS HIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY THE 

Mlmdmsaka himself, it is clearly ‘ Inconclusive because that 

DOBS not prove WITH CERTAINTY THAT THEBE IS NO COGNITION 
BY OTHER PERSONS.— (2415-2417) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Imam ’—i.e. the fact that the Author of the Veda is not cognised 
by anyone. 

‘ Tathd hit ^tc. ’—confirms the said ‘ Inconcliisiveness *—through the 
convictions of other people and also the cogitations of students.—(2415— 
2417) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsakay under Text 2088, that “ the 
Author of the Veda is not perceived ”. 

The following Text shows that this Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’ :— 


TEXT (2418). 

It is THROUGH PERCEPTION THAT THE READERS OP THE VeDA ARE RECOG¬ 
NISED AS THE ‘ MAKERS It CANNOT BE RIGHT TO REGARD THEM 

AS ‘ MANIFESTERS ’ ; because the ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ OF ETERNAL 
THINGS IS IMPOSSIBLE.— (2418) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the opinion held is that ‘ no maker of the Veda is ever perceived — 
then, in as much as readers of the Veda are always seen, what is asserted is 
clearly ‘ inadmissible ’. 

If the idea held is that the first ‘maker* of the Veda has not been 
seen,—even so the fact remains doubtful — hence—inadmissible ; it being 
possible that he might have been seen by some one at some time. 

If the idea is that the ‘ Readers * cannot be regarded as ‘ Makers * or 
‘ Authors —^they are only the ‘ manifesters ’ of the Veda,—then the answer 
to that is that—‘ It cannot be rights etc. etc. ’—‘ Ti * stands for the Readers. 

That the ‘ Manifestation ’ of eternal things is not possible is going to 
be explained later on. 

Question :—“ How then can there be a ‘Manifester ’ of the nan-etemal 
Jar?” 
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Answer : —True ; there can be no ‘ Manifester ’ for non-eternal things 

also. 

Question: —“ How then are things like the Lamp regarded as 
‘ Manifesters ’ ? ” 

Answer: —^No ; in the cases cited, the Lamp is really the producer of the 
Jar, inasmuch as it produces the jar capable of bringing about its cognition ; 
and it is spoken of as ‘ Manifester ’, in order to indicate the exact nature 
of the ‘ producing ’ done by it. 

Such a ‘ Manifester ’ is not possible in the case of the Veda ; because its 
nature is such that its successive stages of production are not clearly per¬ 
ceptible.—(2418) 

Even granting that there can be a ‘ Manifester ’ of the eternal thing ;— 
such a ‘ Manifester ’ does not differ from the ‘ maker —This is what is shown 
in the following:— 

TEXT (2419). 

The Vedas being perceptible in their character, there is appear¬ 
ance OF them when there is operation of the ‘ Manifester *: 

If they existed even before that operation, then they 

SHOULD be PERCEFriBLE AT THAT TIME 
ALSO.— (2419) 

COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can be regarded as ‘ Manifester ’ unless it does something ; 
otherwise there would be incongruities ; and if it does something, then it 
becomes admitted that it is the producer ; because the production of a particulai 
thing consists only in the coming about of another character. 

‘ Being perceptible in their character ’—This qualifies the Vedas, 

It might be argued that—“ the Vedas were perceptible in their character 
even before ; then how can they be said to appear through the operation 
of the Manifester ? 

The answer to this is—‘ If they existed even before^ etc. etc. ’—‘ Tl§dm ’ 
stands for the Vedas that are perceptible in their character.—(2419) 

The same idea is further supported :— 

TEXT (2420). 

The Veda is recognised as capable of being treated as the effect 
produced by the ‘ Manifester *,—because it appears only 
WHEN this latter IS PRESENT ;—I.IKE THE SpROUT 
IN THE PRESENCE OF THE SEED.— (2420) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—When one thing is found 
to appear when there is functioning of another thing, the former is capable 
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of being treated as the effect produced by the latter,—for instance, the 
sprout, appearing when the seed functions, is regarded as its effect;—the 
Veda is found to appear only when the functioning of the Reader (Manifester) 
is there ; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

‘ Being treated * consists in abandoning or securing the thing.—‘ Adi ’ 
stands for heirig cognised^ being spoken of and so forth. 

The Reason here adduced is not ‘ inadmissible ’ ; if it were, then the 
Veda would be perceived even before (its manifestation by the Reader). 

Nor is the Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; as there can be no other reason for 
its being treated as a prodttct. —(2420) 

It has been argued under Text 2088 above that—“ The Author of the Veda 
has not had his relationship perceived previously, etc. etc.—Whence he cannot 
be inferred 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2421). 

Because they appear in the sequential form in which they become 

MANIFESTED,—^UKE DRAMAS AND STORIES,—THE VeDAS MUST BE 

THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR ; THUS THE AUTHOR IS COGNISED 
BY MEANS OF INFERENCE ALSO.— (2421) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reasoning may be formulated as follows:—What appears in the 
sequential order of the manifestation must be the work of an author ;—like 
Dramas and Stories ;—the Veda appears in the sequential order of its manifes¬ 
tation ;—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

The Reason here adduced cannot \ye regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ’ ; 
because Letters are actually always cognised in a sequential order.—(2421) 

The following Text shows that the ReEison just adduced is not ‘ Incon¬ 
clusive ’ ;— 

TEXT (2422). 

Otherwise [if the Veda were not the work of a Person],—as 
THE Veda would be eternal and all-pervading, there 

COULD BE NO SEQUENTIAL ORDER IN IT. As A MATTER 
OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO SEQUENCE IN 
WHAT IS ETERNAL; AS THERE CAN 
BE NO ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ OF 

IT.— (2422) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Otherwise ’—^if the Veda were not the work of a Person, and if it were 
eternal and all-pervading,—^then there should be no sequence in regard to it. 
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Because in the case of the Veda, there cannot be any sequence of tvmBf as 
there is in the case of the Seed and the Sprout; because being eternal, the 
words must be all synchronous.—^Nor can there be sequence of p/ace, as there 
is in the case of the line of ants; because, being all-pervading, they must 
occupy the same points in space.—^Nor can there be sequence of manifestation ; 
because what is eternal cannot have any peculiarity imposed upon itself, and 
hence cannot become manifested. —(2422) 


It has been argued under Text 2089 that—“ there is no Verbal authority, 
—either eternal or artificinli —which declares an Author of the Veda ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2423). 

It has been shown that ‘ Veebal Authobity *, ‘ Analogy ’ and 
‘ Presumption ’ cannot be the Means of Right Cognition ; 

—HENCE IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO BRING THESE 
FORWARD.— (2423) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ It has been shown ’—^under the chapter on the Means of Right Cognition» 
‘ Tdsdm ’—of Verbal Authority, Analogy and Presumption.—(2423) 


It has been argued under Text 2096 that—“ The Veda is held to be without 
an Author, in order to remove the chances of unreliability, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2424). 

If THE IDEA OF THE VeDA BEING WITHOUT AN AUTHOR IS INSISTED 
UPON, IN ORDER TO REMOVE ALL CHANCES OF ITS UNRELIABILITY, 

—THEN, SUCH AN IDEA, BEING A POSITIVE ENTITY, 

MUST BE ESTABLISHED BY MEANS OF PROOFS. 

—(2424) 

COMMENTARY. 

Qmstion :—“ How can that idea be a positive entity ? ’* 

Avsiver :— 
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TEXT (2426). 

The Veda is regarded to be self-sufficient,—because it dobs 

NOT DEPEND UPON THE ACTION OF ANY PERSON ; AND THE 

SAID self-sufficiency must be either the property 
OF A positive entity ONLY, OR SUCH A 
POSITIVE entity itself.— (2426) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the Veda ‘ being without an Author ’ is that it is 
self-sufficient ; as the argument that is put forward is that “ the Veda is 
independent of the action of Persons, and hence valid and reliable as a 
means of knowledge If it were not so, then what peculiar character would 
it be which would be proved by the proving of the fact that the Veda is not 
the work of an Author ? 

This character of * not being the work of an author ’ is the property 
of an entity for those who regard the distinction between the thing and its 
property as real.—As a matter of faot, however, the ‘ property ’ is only the 
nature of the entity itself, and is spoken of as its ‘ property ’ for the purpose 
of precluding other diversities. This is what is meant by the words—* or 
a positive entity itself ’—‘ Such ’—^i.e. self-sufficient.—(2426) 

It has been argued under Text 2100, that—“ when the proofs adduced 
to prove the existence of such an Author are refuted, the absence of such a 
one follows as a matter of course 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (2426-2428). 

If certain proofs are adduced in support of the view that there 
IS AN Author of the Vedas,—if these proofs are refuted, 
IT does not necessarily follow that there is no such Author. 
In fact on the refutation of the proof of his existence, 

WHAT FOLLOWS IS THAT THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARDING HTS 
EXISTENCE ; SIMILARLY THE MERE SETTING ASIDE OF THE IDEA OF 
HIS EXISTENCE IS NOT ENOUGH TO BRING ABOUT ANY CERTAINTY AT 
ALL.— As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN ON THE CESSATION OF THE MEANS 

OF Cognition, there is no certainty regarding the non- 
existence OF THE thing CONCERNED ; HENCE ALL THAT IT CAN 
PROVE IS THAT THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARDING EITHER OF THE 
TWO VIEWS.— (2426-2428) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain proof is adduced for the purpose of bringing about 
certainty regarding a certain thing,—^if that proof is refuted,-^all that will 
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follow would be that there would be no certainty relating to it; it would not 
follow that the thing itself does not exist. Because on the cessation of the 
Means of Cognition, the object of Cognition does not cease,—as has been 
explained above—on the basis of its being the Means or the Pervader, 

‘ Ast^ *—on being refuted. 

All that can be asserted with reason is that ‘ neither of the two views 
is proved ’; the particle ‘ iti ’ has to be added, after ‘ ndsti ’.-(2426-2428) 

The same idea is further strengthened by means of an example :— 


TEXT (2429). 

For instance, when on the ground of ‘ incorporeality the 

OTHER PARTY SEEKS TO PROVE THE ETERNALITY (OF WORD-SoUNDS), 

—AND AGAINST THIS IT IS POINTED OUT THAT, IN VIEW OF 

Pleasure, which also is ‘ incorporeal ’ (and yet not- 
eternal), the said Reason is ‘ inconclusive ’,—^it 
DOBS NOT necessarily FOLLOW (FROM THIS COUNTER¬ 
ARGUMENT) THAT THE WORD-SoUND IS 
PERISHABLE. —(2429 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

For example, the man who holds the Word-Sound to be eternal,—^with a 
view to prove the said eternality, which is one entity,—^puts forward the 
argument that ‘ the Word-Sound must be eternal, because it is incorporeal, 
like Akdsha ’ ;—thereupon his opponent puts forward the counter-argument 
that—‘ The Word-Sound cannot be regarded as eternal, on the ground of 
its incorporeality, because in view of the case of Pleasure, the said reason 
is inconclusive ’ ;—in this way, though the Reason for the entity, in the shape 
of ‘ eternality ’, has been refuted, yet it does not become proved that the said 
Word-Sound is not-eternal;—so also in the case in qtiestion —this clause is 
to be taken as understood. 

The term ‘ yathd ’ in the text is misplaced ; it should be understood as 
coming after ‘ uktepi 

After the word ‘ Shahdah the plirase ‘ nityah siddhyati ’ has to be 
added. Or, a single use may be taken as serving both purposes,—as in the 
case of ‘ Bhimd ’ and others.—(2429) 


It has been argued above—under Text 2101, that—“ when the other 
party adduce proofs in support of the two ends of the Veda, the upholders 
of the Veda have their purpose accomplished by the refutation of those 
proofs ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2430). 

Thtts then, when a proof has been adduced in support op the 

TWO ENDS OF THE VeDA,— BY THE REFUTATION OF THAT PROOF, 

THE UPHOLDERS OF THE VeDA DO NOT HAVE THEIR 
PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED.— (2430) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Tat ’—Therefore, thus. 

‘ They do not have their purpose accomplished ’—i.e. their opinion does 
not become established.—(2430) 


It has been urged above by the Mlmdmsaka, under the Text 2105, that— 
“ Etemality is what is meant by the two characters of being not produced 
and being not destroyed^ and both these being of the nature of Negation, do 
not require any proof for themselves 

The Buddhist’s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2431-2432). 

If ‘ Eternality ’ is what is meant by being 7iot produced and being not 
destroyed, —then, inasmuch as both would be of the nature 

OF mere Negation,—the same may be said regarding the 
non-entity also. Consequently, just as the Eter¬ 
nality of the ‘ Sky-lotus ’ is not real, in the 
SAME WAY THE reliability of the Veda also does 
NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED.— (2431-2432) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two assumptions here—(1) that eternality is asserted on the 
basis of the two characters of being not produced and being not destroyed, 
which are of the nature of absolute negation, —^and (2) that these latter are 
of the nature of Relative Negation ;—^under the former view (1) the Reason 
being ‘ inconclusive * (doubtful) in view of the ‘ Sky-lotus the ‘ etemality * 
of the Veda does not become established as a real entity; because in the 
case of the * Sky-lotus ’, though both the said characters of being produced 
and being destroyed are denied,—yet its etemality does not become established 
as a real entity ; the same happens in the case of the Veda ; hence the Reason 
is * Inconclusive ’; and from this it would follow that, as in the Sky lotus, so 
in the Veda also, there would be no reliability, —(2431-2432) 

The following Text shows that the Reason in question is also 
‘ Inadmissible ’:— , 
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TEXT (2433). 

Even the denial of the characters op being produced and beiv^ 
destroyed cannot be admitted ; as it has been said that 
‘ the proof is set aside ’. Hence Eternality does 
NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED.— (2433) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Set aside ’—Refuted. 

‘ Tat ’—^Hence. 

If the latter view (2)—put forward in the Commentary on 2431—is 
accepted,—then it should not be said that ‘ because they are of the nature 
of Negation, they do not need any proof for themselves ’. 

This is what is shown in the following:— 


TEXTS (2434-2435). 

If THE TWO CHARACTERS MEANT TO BE THE REASONS FOR EtERNALITY 
ARE OF THE NATURE OF RELATIVE NEGATION,—THEN, PARTAKING 
OF THE NATURE OF AFFIRMATION, THEY DO STAND IN NEED OP 
PROOF FOR THEMSELVES.—^ThUS, FOR PEOPLE WHO DO NOT 

WISH TO PROVE ‘ Eternality ’ as a real entity, the 
SAID eternality DOES NOT BECOME PROVED 
MERELY BY THE REJECTION OF THE TWO 
CONTRARY VIEWS.— (2434-2435) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2434-2435) 

It has been argued by the Mirmimakaf under Text 2106, that—“ One 
who asserts the falsity of the Vedic Word, on the basis of Inference, has 
his Proposition annulled by the force of the cognition derived from the Veda 
The Buddhist’s answer to this is 6fcs follows ;— 

TEXT (2436). 

The Reason that has been adduced by us in its three-fold form,— 
CANNOT be refuted EVEN BY YOUR FATHER.— (2436) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Reason that has been adduced \ —^under the Chapter on ‘ Inference * ; 
where the three kinds of Reason have been described, as (1) based upon the 
nature of things, (2) based upon the relation of Cause and Effect, and (3) 
based on Non-apprehension. 
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Such a Reason cannot be refuted; because it is inseparable from the 
real state of things.—^No one can alter the real nature of a thing ; because 
that would mean the producing of another state of the thing; and when 
another state of the thing is brought about, it does not mean anything for 
the thing itself ; as that would lead to incongruities. Consequently when a 
certain thing has been proved by proofs, it cannot be set aside by any one. 
Otherwise if there were setting aside of what is established by proof, the 
proof itself would become vitiated ; this would mean that there would be no 
confidence in any thing ; and hence that proof would not be reliable at all.— 
(2436) 


The same idea is further explained in the following :— 


TEXTS (2437-2438). 

The Person who has been spoken op in the Veda as ‘ not perishing 

—^THE DENIAL OF SUCH A PERSON THROUGH INFERENCE HAS BEEN 

CLEARLY SET FORTH IN THE SECTION WHERE ' THE NO-SOUL 
DOCTRINE ’ HAS BEEN EXPOUNDED.—^ThE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ AND 
OTHER THINGS ALSO HAVE BEEN SHOWN THERE TO HAVE 
BEEN DISCARDED. THB INFERENCE BASED UPON 
WELL-RECOGNISED INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE, 

AS EXPLAINED BEFORE, IS WHAT SETS ASIDE 
THE SOUL.— (2437-2438) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared in the Veda—‘ This indeed is the Soul ’ ; and in 
reference to this Soul, it is asserted—‘ It is imperishable, it never perishes ’ ; 
—^and again—‘ Indestructible indeed is the Soul, characterised by indestruc¬ 
tibility ’.—‘ Does not perish ’—^i.e. is eternal. ‘ Arl ’—is an expletive. 

‘ Universal and other things ’-‘ Other things ’ stands for Qualities and 

Substances.—In what way these have been discarded by proofs, has 
been shown under the chapter on the ‘ Six Categories ’.—And the Inference 
that discards the Soul is one based upon well-recognised Premisses, shown 
under the Chapter on * No-Soul ’.—(2437-2438) 


Says the Opponent—“ What is declared by the Veda—how can it be 
discarded by Inference ? If the idea provided by a Means of Right Cognition 
were discarded,—^then why should the Inference also not be discarded ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2439). 

When the Inference is firmly based upon the nature of things 

—WHO WOULD BE THE STUPID PERSON WHO WOULD DISCARD 
IT ON THE STRENGTH OF MERE WORDS,—OR BY THE 
COGNITION BORN OF SUCH WOBDS ?— (2439) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Taayah —of the Inference. 

Words depend upon the whim of the Speaker, and as such they can have 
no fixed relationship to any real state of things ; hence it cannot be regarded 
as a Means of Right Cognition in regard to the state of things.—Inference, 
on the other hand, always appears on the basis of the Probans which is 
inseparably related either by sameness or by causality; and as such it is 
inseparably connected with the thing ; that is why it is a Means of Right 
Cognition and is capable of discarding notions to the contrary. 

‘ Tadhhavinyd ’—proceeding from words.—(2439) 


If even when not inseparably related, the Word were a Means of Right 
Cognition, then there would be incongruities.—^This is what is shown in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2440). 

When a cognition proceeds from the words of a human-being, 

IN REGARD TO SOMETHING BEYOND THE SENSES,—^WHY DO YOU 
NOT REGARD IT TO BE AS RELIABLE AS THAT DERIVED 

FROM Sense-perception ?— (2440) 

COMMENTARY. 

Why should not reliability belong to the words that ‘ Heaven does not 
result from the performance of the Agnihotra ’ ? Because in both cases— 
fin the case of these words and in that of the Vedic declaration that Heaven 
does result from the performance of the Agnihotra ]—the character of not 
being denied is equally present.—(2440) 


The same non-difference between the two cases is further explained :— 
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TEXTS (2441-2442). 

Both cases are equally independent op the need of a Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance,—AND both are equally free from defects,— 

BECAUSE both RELATE TO SOMETHING IMPERCEPTIBLE.—It MIGHT 
BE URGED THAT—* IN THE CASE OF THE HUMAN ASSERTION, ITS 
SUBLATION OR DENIAL WOULD BE SUSPECTED, ON THE GROUND OF 
ITS PROCEEDING FROM A HUMAN BEING —If THAT BE SO, THEN 
IN THE CASE OF THE VeDIC ASSERTION ALSO, THE SAID SUSPICION 
CANNOT BE ENTIRELY ABSENT; IT WOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY 
NATURAL THAT IT SHOULD BE THE SOURCE OF FALSE NOTIONS.— 

(2441-2442) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ It is possible that at the time that the 
human assertion is made, no defect may be found in it; but, as it arises from 
a human source, the suspicion is always there that it may be false ”. 

The same may be said of the Veda also. Because truthfulness is as natural 
to it as falsity. 

Hence there is no difference between the two cases.—(2441-2442) 

It has been argued (by the Mimdmsaka) under 2'ext 2111 that—‘‘ while 
the Veda is clearly bringing about the cognition of things, etc. etc. ** 

But the same may be said in regard to the human assertion also to the 
effect that ‘ Heaven does not result from the performance of the Agnihotra.* 
This is what is stated in the following ;— 


TEXT (2443). 

While the Word (human) is clearly bringing about the cognition 

OF THINGS, NO RIGHT-MINDED PERSON SHOULD SAY, THROUGH 
SHEER MALICE, THAT IT IS human (AND HENCE 
UNRELIABLE).— (2443) 

COMMENTARY. 

The assertion that ‘ Heaven does not follow from the performance of 
the Agnihotra * is human —i.e. it proceeds from man ;—‘ such an assertion 
even though clearly bringing about the cognition of things, is not reliable for 
us, Mlmdmsakas ’—this should not be said by any right-minded person, 
through sheer malice.—^This is the sense of the passage in the text .—^What is 
meant by this is that in the matter of what is entirely beyond the senses, 
the capacity to bring about cognitions belongs equally to human and non- 
human Words. Thus the capacity of bringing about cognitions being equally 
present in both, there can be no reason why reliability should belong to one 
and not to the other. v 
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It cannot be right to urge that—“ Defects being inherent in men, the 
falsity of their assertion is always suspected ; which is not the case with 
superhuman assertions 

Because in the case of assertions not proceeding from man also, the 
suspicion is always likely that it may be bringing about false cognitions.— 
(2443) 

The same idea is further explained :— 


TEXT (2444). 

Thus in the matteb of super-sensuous things, all words are of 

EQUAL STRENGTH AND WEAKNESS ; WHY THEN SHOULD YOU 
BE IN LOVE WITH ONLY ONE KIND OF THEM ?— (2444) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ All ’—Human and Non-human. 

‘ One kind *—The non-human.—(2444) 

It has been argued by the Mlmamsaka^ under Text 2113,—“ Even those 
who are hostile to the Veda do not assert any reason why it should not be a 
Means of Right Cognition, etc. etc, ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2445). 

The Principle just explained forms the reason why it is asserted 

BY the wise that THE VeDA CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A 
Means of Right Cognition. And in this they 
SAY what is perfectly TRUE.— (2445) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Principle jmt explained *—^viz. that ‘ Words, dependent upon 
mere whim, can have no inseparable connection with the real state of things ’. 

‘ The wise ’—^i.e. th© Buddhists. 

The Author of the Bhdfya (Shahara) has declared as follows :—“ The 
cognition derived from the Vedic assertion is direct perception ; and no Inference 
can be reliable when it is opposed to Perception ** (Su. 1. 1. 2). [Translation^ 
p. 6];—and again—“ As a matter of fact it is the Vedic Injunction which is 
capable of making known what is past, present and future, also what is 
subtle or hidden or remote and such like ; this cannot be done by any organ 
of sense ”. [Translation, p. 4.] 

All this becomes discarded by what has been said above ;—^as all this is 
equally applicable to human assertions also.—(2445) 
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It has been argued by the Mtmdmsaka, under 2114 that—“ When people 
who have been intent upon the study, the retention and the exposition of 
the Veda and in the performance of acts enjoined therein, have not been 
able to detect any grounds of falsity, how can they be detected by persons 
who have kept themselves aloof from it ? ”— 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2446-2447). 

There is nothing strange in the fact that people, whose intelu- 

GBNCE HAS BEEN DULLED BY THE CONSTANT CONTEMPLATION OF THE 

Veda, prompted by false attachment, have failed to 

DETECT THE SOURCES OF FALSITY (iN THE VeDA). ThE 

Pdrasika people who are addicted to the practice 
DO not perceive anything wrong in the 
remarriage of their mothers.— (2446-2447) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound is to be expounded as—‘ those who have been jaclikrta— 
dulled—by the contemplation of the Veda which has been prompted by false 
attachment 

* Adhydna ’ is constant contemplation or pondering. 

On accoimt of these, false attachment, etc. they do not perceive the defect, 
even though it is there. As for example, the Pdraalka people see nothing 
wrong in the marriage of their mothers. So there is nothing strange in what 
has been urged by the Mltnamsaka. —(2446-2447) 

It has been argued by the Mmidmeaka, under Text 2117 that—“The 
eternality and all-pervasiveness of the Word is established, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2448). 

The idea of ‘ Recognition being of the nature of Perception ' 

HAS been already DISCARDED ; AND AS WrONG CoGNITION IS 
ALWAYS ASSOCIATED WITH ‘ CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 
THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING 
ETERNALITY.— (2448) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sense-perception has been defined as what is ‘ free from Conceptual 
Content and not wrong ’ ; Recognition is not ‘ free from Conceptual Content 
as it always appears as associated with words, in the form ‘ this is that same 
—Nor is it ‘not wrong’; because it envisages sameness between what 
was seen before and what is seen now ; and yet what is seen now can never 
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be the same as that seen on the previous occasion; as there could be no 
notion of succession in what is not successive. The effect is always something 
that follows from, is born of, something else ; when an effect does not come 
into existence at a certain time,—^if its cause is there in its efficient state, 
why should there be delay in the appearance of the effect ?—Then again, 
what is eternal does not stand in need of the help of anything ; hence it is 
not possible for the delay to be due to the absence of that help. Hence the 
Cognitions that would proceed from the Eternal Source should all appear 
simultaneously.—^The argument may be formulated as follows :—When the 
efficient caiLse of a certain effect is present, that effect must appear at the 
time;—for example, Visual Perception, when the complete set of its causes 
is present;—the cognitions proceeding from all words, ‘ Cow ’ and the rest, 
have the complete set of their efficient causes present at all times and under 
all conditions ;—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.— 
Consequently,—because it is wrong, and because it is associated with 
Conceptual Content, Recognition cannot be regarded as Perception, All 
this has been already explained in course of the examination of the ‘ Per¬ 
manence of things ’.—(2448) 

Even Recognition is not found to be present in the same form in all 
cases.—This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (2449-2452). 

The idea that there appears in recjard to Word-Sounds is 

FOUND TO BE MOSTLY DIVERGENT ; AS IT IS OFTEN COGNISED IN 
SUCH FORMS AS ‘ THIS IS SPOKEN BY THE PARROT ’ AND ‘ THIS OTHER 
IS SPOKEN BY THE Shdrikd — If it is said that “ this is due to 
THE DIVERSITY OF THE MANIFESTERS OF THE SoUNDS —THEN, 
WE SHALL STATE THE REASONS FOB REJECTING THIS IDEA OF THE 
‘ MANIFESTATION ’ (OF SoUNDS). On THIS GROUND ALONE, ALL 
THIS WOULD BE ONE AND THE SAME. HeNCE THERE CAN BE NO 

rnanifester, and no manifested. Because when the thing is one 

AND indivisible, THAT FACT PRECLUDES ALL NOTIONS OF DIVERSITY.— 

Further, there can be no determination, based upon Recogni¬ 
tion, THAT ‘ THESE WORDS ARE human ' AND ‘ THOSE OTHERS ARE 
NOT UTTERED BY MEN — (2449-2452) 

COMMENTARY. 

When certain word-sounds are uttered by birds,—like the Parrot, the 
Shdrikd and the like,—there is always the notion of diversity, as that ‘ this 
is uttered by the Parrot ’, ‘ that by the Shdrikd ’ and so forth ; hence 
Recognition (Word-Sound) does not appear in all cases. 

It might be argued that—“this notion of diversity, in regard to the 
utterances of the Parrot, etc. is due to the diversity among the manifesting 
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agencies ’* ;—^that is nothing; because the very idea of the ‘ manifesting 
agency ’ is going to be discarded. 

This is what is said in the words—‘ Soyam, etc, etc,' —‘ Soyam' stands 
for the divergent notion. 

Then again, even if the diversity in the Word were held to be based 
upon the diversity in the manifesters,—and not upon the Word itself,— 
then, there would be no confidence at all. This is the contingency that 
is indicated in the words—‘ On this ground alone, etc, etc ,'— ‘ all this ’ —i.e. 
the entire universe. 

“ Let that be so ; what then ? 

Answer — ‘ Hence there can he, etc, etc, ’—There could be no ideas of 
difference, such as ‘ this is the manif ester ' and ‘ that the manifested ’, which 
is based upon diversity ;—as there is no difference at all. For example, 
‘ these words are human ’ and ‘ those others, like Skanno dlvih, etc, are not 
human *,—all such notions would not be possible for you who are so devoted 
to Recognition ; as there is no distinction at all.— (244^-2452) 

In the following Text, the Mlmdmsaka shows how there can be distinction 
between the common (secular) words and the Vedic words :— 

TEXT (2453). 

“ Some words are found always in one and the same order or 

SEQUENCE,—THE ORDER OF THE nuznifesters being FIjXED ; THESE 
words are HELD TO BE not-humau, APPEARING, AS 
THEY DO, ALWAYS IN THE SAME FIXED ORDER 
OF SEQUENCE.”— (2453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as the order of sequence in the manifesters is fixed and 
rigid,—^there are certain words—^such as ‘ Shanno demh, etc,' —^which are 
always found in the same order; hence, as always appearing in the same 
order, they are regarded as not-human in origin. It follows by implication 
that those which are otherwise—i.e. not foimd always in the same order— 
are human, —(2463) 

The above idea is rejected in the following :■— 

TEXT (2454). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE IN THE MANIFESTING 

AGENCIES, Palate and other speech-centres—^ is something 
THAT appertains TO MEN ; HENCE IT IS POSSIBLE 
THAT IT MAY BE OTHERWISE.— (2454) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the words always appear in the same order cannot be admitted ; 
because the order in the words is held to be due to the order in the manifesters ; 
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and this order in the manifestere —^i.e. in the Palate and other speech-centres, 
—is dependent upon the whim of man, and hence cannot be fixed ; as there 
can be no restraint on the whim of man. Consequently, there is no reasonable 
ground for believing that in any set of words—‘ Shanno dMh, etc.^ —^the 
order has been and is going to be always the same; hence it is just possible 
that the order may be otherwise also.—(2464) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, in Text 2119, that—“ Even though 
the Flame is momentary, yet there is Recognition, etc. etc.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (2466). 

The idea of any such ‘ Universal ’ as ‘ Fire * has been rejected 
IN detail. Hence the ‘ Universal ’ that is recognised 
CANNOT BE ETERNAL.— (2466) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author next proceeds to show that all that has been said above 
applies to the case of Letters also :— 

TEXTS (2466-2467). 

Such Recognition is possible in the case of Letters also, which 
ARE perishable,—FOR THOSE WHO HOLD THAT THE UNIVERSAL 
CAN BE recognised. That element wherein there appears 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE,—^UKE SLOW, FAST AND SO 
FORTH,—IN REGARD TO THESE THERE CAN BE NO 
RECOGNITION.(?)— (2466-2467) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Universal ’—in the form of the ‘ exclusion of others —(2456-2457) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2121, that—“The 
notions of the individual word, though diverse, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2468). 

In THE Reasons that have been put forward in proof of the idea 

OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE WORD,—THERE IS NO INVARIABLE 

Concomitance possible ; because they are not 
INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTRARY.— (2468) 

COMMENTARY. 

For proving the idea of the Word being one only, the Inferential Reasons 
that have been adduced are such that if a contrary conclusion is established, 
26 
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there has not been shown any reason for sublating such a conclusion ; 
consequently all those Reasons are Inconclusive, —(2458) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2128, that—“ Every¬ 
thing that does this has been found to be permanent, like the universal 
aspect of Smoke, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2459). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ASPECT OF SmOKE ’.[LaCUNA IN 

THE Text] .... your argument is ‘ superfluous \ —(2459) 
COMMENTARY. 

What is spoken of as the ‘ Inferential Indicative ’ (Probans) is the 
‘ Universal which is only the Thing as ‘ excluded from heterogeneous things 
—and this is not eternal ; consequently your Corroborative Instance is devoid 
of the Probandum ’.—(2459) 

It has been argued by the Mtmdmsaka under Text 2131, that—“ If the 
one-ness of the Jar, which is urged, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is the same, in regard to Letters also. 

This is what is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXTS (2460-2461). 

If the one-ness of the Letters Oa, etc. that is urged as an 

UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCY, IS IN REFERENCE TO THE ‘ UNIVERSAL 
aspect THEN THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS ; BECAUSE THE 
ASPECT OF ‘ EXCLUSION OF THE UNLIKE ’ IS ALREADY POS¬ 
TULATED BY US AS ONE AND THE SAME IN ALL IN¬ 
DIVIDUALS.— If THE Individuals themselves were 

URGED TO BE ONE AND THE SAME, THEN THE 

Reason would be ‘ inconclusive ’; 

BECAUSE THE MULTIPLICITY OF THE 
INDIVIDUAL Letter has been 
DEFINITELY RECOGNISED, IN 
EVERY USB OF THEM, BY 
MEANS OF Sense- 
perception, BTC. 

-(2460-2461) 

COMMENTARY. 

Five arguments have been set forth (by the Mlmcmsaka) under Texts 
2121 et seq .;—^if what is meant to be proved by these is the one ness of the 
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‘ Universal * in the shape of the ‘ exclusion of others \ then they are super¬ 
fluous, as proving what is already admitted by the other party ; as a matter 
of fact, on the basis of the single uniform notion that people have in 
regard to all Individuals, the one ‘ Universal in the shape of the ‘ exclusion 
of others ’, is admitted (by us). 

If, on the other hand, what is meant to be proved is the one-ness of the 
Individuals themselves, in the form of their Specific Individnalitiea; then 
the Premiss would be one that is contrary to and annulled by Perception and 
Inference ; and this would make all the Reasons ‘ Inconclusive 

‘ By means of Sense-perception, etc, etc,^ —‘ Ak^a ’ is pertaining to ‘ ak^ \ 
sense-organ, ‘ Etc, ’ includes Inference, The Plinral number is in view of 
the large number of individual Perceptions and Inferences.—(2460-2461) 


Question :—“ How is the diversity of Individuals recognised by Sense- 
perception ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2462-2464). 

Diversity in the form of ‘ agreeable ’ and ‘ disagreeable ’ and so 
FORTH, is directly PERCEIVED ;—THE DIVERSITY AMONG COGNITIONS 
IS COGNISED ON THE GROUND OF THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION,— 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE VIRGIN.—^THE COGNITIONS OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
‘ Cow?-WORDS APPEARING AT DIFFERENT TIMES AND PLACES, 

CANNOT ALL DENOTE ONE AND THE SAME OBJECT,—BECAUSE THEY 
ACTUALLY APPEAR AS DIVERSE,—^LIKE THE COGNITIONS OP TaSTB, 

Colour, etc.—^Thb diversity in the cognitions of the various 
NOTES (of Sound) in the shape of the ‘ Scdj^ * and the rest is 

cognised by Perception.as is going to be explained 

LATER ON.— (2462-2464) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Manojna ’—pleasing to the mind. Agreeable ;—the contrary of this is 
‘ amanojria *, Disagreeable. 

Annulment by Inference is next shown—* The diversity atMmg cognitions^ 
etc. etc.^ —^The exact meaning of this will be made clear below, under the 
following Text. 

The Inference may be foi mulated as follows :—^Those Cognitions that 
appear as different cannot all envisage the same object,—e.g. the cognitions 
envisaging Taste, Colour and so forth ;—^and the cognitions of the individual 
‘ Cou^-words * appearing at different times and places appear as different; 
hence there is apprehension of the wider * contrary 

That the Reason here put forward is not * inadmissible ’ is shown by the 
sentence—‘ The diversity in the cognitions^ etc. etc, ’—(2462-2464) 
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The Author suppb’ee the proof for the statement; just made (in 2462) 
regarding the fact that ‘ the diversity among Cognitions is proved by their 
appearing in succession, as in the case of the Virgin ’;— 


TEXT (2465). 

All these cognitions of the ‘ Cow ;-word which appeared yesterday 

AND TO-DAY, CANNOT ALL ENVISAGE THE SAME OBJECT,—^LIKB 
THE SUCCESSIVELY APPEARING COGNITIONS OF COLOUR 

AND Odour, etc.— (2466) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be thus formulated :—Those Cognitions that appear 
in succession do not envisage the same object,—e.g. the Cognitions of Taste, 
Colour, etc. appearing one after the other ;—all these cognitions of the ‘ Cow» 
words ’ that appeared yesterday and to-day have appeared in succession ;— 
hence there is apprehension of the wider contrary.—(2466) 

The following Text shows that neither of the Reasons just adduced by 
the Buddhist is ‘ Inconclusive ’ :— 


TEXT (2466). 

If IT WERE NOT SO, THEN ALL COGNITIONS WOULD HAVE ONE AND THE 
SAME OBJECT ; THERE WOULD BE INCONGRUITY ALSO AS REGARDS 
THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, WHEN THEIR EFFI¬ 
CIENT CAUSE IS THERE ALL THE TIME. 

—(2466) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Of all cognitiom ’—i.e. of the cognitions of Taste, Colour and so forth, 
—^The possibility of all having the same object, though appearing diversely— 
is the argument that annuls the Reason in question. 

‘ Incongruity as regards appearing in succession *—would annul the 
reason ‘ because they appear in succession —(2466) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2133, that—“ If the 
relationship in question were artificial, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to that is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (2467-2469). 

It has BEEN EXPLAINED BEFORE THAT EVEN THOUGH THERE IS DIVBRSITV 
AMONG THINGS, YET THEY HAVE THE INHERENT CAPACITY OP BEING 
CONCEIVED AS ONE, WITH CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS.—^BUT EVEN 
WITH SUCH CONCEPTION, THERE CAN BE mt-neSS, BTC. OF THE 

WORD. What the common man thinks is that there 

IS REPEATED USE OP ONE AND THE SAME WORD.— 

The RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS POSSIBLE WHEN 
SUBSISTING IN SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS. CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY IN ALL CASES, THERE IS 
A MULTIPLICITY OF WORDS, BUT 
THEY COME TO BE CON¬ 
CEIVED OF AS ONE.— 

(2467-2469) 

COMMENTARY. 

The meaning of this is easily understood.—(2467-2469) 

Question :—Why is it said that it is the common man that thinks so ? ’^ 
Answer :— 


TEXTS (2470-2471). 

In REALITY, THERE CAN BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WoRD 
AND ITS MEANING ; (a) BECAUSE THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
THEM,—AND (6) BECAUSE ONE IS NOT BORN FROM THE OTHER. 

The relationship has only been imposed by people 

UNDER AN ILLUSION.—^ThAT THIS IS SO HAS BEEN 
EXPLAINED IN DETAIL ALREADY. In FACT, THE 
WHOLE POSITION OF THE WORD AND ITS 
MEANING IS HIGHLY COMPLICATED ; AS 
THERE IS NO INVARIABLE CONCOMI¬ 
TANCE BETWEEN THEM.— 

(2470-2471) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Because there is difference ’;—^this precludes the relationship of Identity; 
—‘ because one is not bom from the other ’;—^this precludes the relationship 
of Cause and Effect—Apart from thase, there is no other relationship possible, 
—and without such a relationship, there can be no restriction regarding the 
Word expressing a definite meaning;—^if there were, there would be incon¬ 
gruities.—^For these reasons, the connection between the Word and its 
meaning must be regarded as imposed upon them ; as has been explained 
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before* in the section dealing with ‘ Apoha the ‘ Exclusion, of others — 
(2470-2471) 

The Mlmamaaka^s argument has been formulated under the Text 2136, 
in the following words—“ From this it follows that the Word is rwt'O/rtiflciuU 
and it never perishes,—because it has an eternal relationship with an eternal 
entity—like the AJcasha and the Atom 

In the following Text, it is pointed out that the Reason and the 
Corroborative Instance herein adduced are both ‘ inadmissible 

TEXT (2472). 

Any such eternal universal as ‘ Cow ' has been already rejected ; 

THE Relationship also is purely imaginary ; the ‘ Akdsha ’ 

AND THE ‘ Atom ’ also have been discarded. Hence 
neither the Probans nor the Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance is sound.— (2472) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Any such eternal Universal, etcJ" ;—this asserts the fact of the eternal 
thing being ‘ inadmissible ’. 

‘ The Relationship also, etc,’* —this asserts the ‘ inadmissibility ’ of the 
Reason ‘ because there is relationship ’. 

‘ The Atom and the Akdsha also have been discarded, —this asserts the 
^ inadmissibility ’ of the two Instances cited by the Mlmdmsaka, 

* Rejected \ ‘ Discarded \ —in course of the chapter on the ‘ Six 

Categories ’• 

* JVa ’—denies the Reason, etc. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore ; hence.—(2472) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka under Text 2136, that—“Inasmuch 
as the Word envisages several Universals, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2473). 

You MAY take a long TIME IN EXPLAINING THE FACT OF THE WORD 
(' Cow ') BEING EXPRESSIVE OF THE ONE Universal ‘ Cow as 
EXTRACTED (FROM AMONG THE SEVERAL UnIVERSALS) ; ON 
THE BASIS OF DELUDED PEOPLE COGNISING IT IN ONE AND 
THE SAME FORM.— (2473) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following text explains why this should be regarded as a ‘ delusion ’:— 
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TEXT (2474). 

In reality, the thing is momentary ; hence even for that timb it 

CANNOT REMAIN STATIONARY ; HOW THEN CAN IT BE ADMITTED TO 
EXIST AT THE SUBSEQUENT TIME ?— (2474) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mlmamaaka under Text 2140, that—“ In 
the case of the Jar and other things, it is understood that they would become 
destroyed either through decay, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2475). 

In the case of the Jar and other things also, there is no cause 
FOR their destruction, WHICH CAN BE CLEARLY POINTED OUT AS 
‘ THIS IS WHAT WILL DESTROY IT ’ ; HOW, THEN, CAN ANY SUCH 
CAUSE BE POINTED OUT IN THE CASE OF THE Word ?— (2475) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This is what wilU etc* etc' —As explained in the chapter on the 
^ Permanent Character of Things ’; where it has been explained that there 
can be no cause for the destruction of things. When in the case of the Jar 
also, there can be no cause for its destruction,—how can there be any for 
the destruction of the Word ?—The term ‘ ndshakdranam ’ is to be cons¬ 
trued with ‘ Shabdi *. 

What is indicated by this is that the Mlmdrnsaka's Reasoning is super¬ 
fluous, and the Corroborative Instance per Dissimilarity is ‘ inadmissible ’. 
—(2475) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, in Text 2141, that— 
” Even though there are differences of Place, Time, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2476-2478). 

That there is mistake in Recognitions has already been explained 

BEFORE.—The ‘ PROPERTY ' VARIES WITH THE VARIATIONS OF PLACE, 
Time and Persons using (the Word) ; and the variations ap¬ 
pear IN THE SHAPE OF THE VARIOUS NOTES, Sodja R§ahha^ Odndhdra^ 
Pamhima and so forth ;—the Cogniser also is perceived direct¬ 
ly ; THE Individual letter ‘ Ga ’ is also clearly distinct.—All 

THIS diversity CANNOT BE REGARDED AS DUE TO THE DIVERSITY 
IN THE ‘ MaNIFESTER ’ ; THAT THERE CAN BE NO ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ 
IN THE CASE OF eternal things is going to be explained later 
ON.— (2476-2478) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is quite easy.—(2476-2478) 
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It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2143, that—“ The 
Individual Letter ‘ Oa ’ has no existence apart from the substratum of the 
Universal ‘ Ga etc. etc.”. 

This argument is open to the charge of being ‘ superfluous ’ :—this is 
what is shown in the following:— 

TEXT (2479). 

The Universal ‘ Ga ’ is not held to be something real, distinct 
FROM the letter ‘ Ga ’; hence the charge of ‘ futility ’ 
is irresistible, as against the Mlmdmsaka'8 
REASONING.— (2479) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ I^yate ‘is held ’ ; this is to be construed with the ‘ na ’ following 
in the second line.—(2479) 


TEXTS (2480-2481). 

If it be urged that what is sought to be proved (by the 
Mlmdmsaka's argument) is that it is not the substratum of the 
Universal ' Ga *, which is of the nature of the ‘ exclusion 

OF OTHERS —THAT CANNOT BE BIGHT ; AS THAT WILL 
INVOLVE THE FALLACY OF THE BASIS OF THE REA¬ 
SON BEING ‘ INADMISSIBLE ’.—INASMUCH AS THE 
LETTER ‘ Ga ’ IS NOTHING APART FROM ‘ THE 
EXCLUSION OF THE NoU^ga ', TO WHICH 
OBJECT WOULD THE CHARACTER OF 
‘ BEING NOT APPREHENDED BY 
ANY COGNITION OTHER THAN 
THAT OP Oa ' BELONG ?— 

(2480-2481) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—” What is meant to be proved by the 
reasoning in question is that the Individual is not the substratum of that 
universal ‘ Ga ’ which is of the nature of the ‘ exclusion of others ’; hence 
there is no ‘ futility ’ in it; because you (Buddhist) do not hold that the 
Individual Oa is not the substratum of the ‘ exclusion of others ’ 

This is the view combated in this Text, 

Even when what is sought to be proved is put in this way, the Reason 
becomes ‘ inadmissible ’. Because the ‘ exclusion of others * is not any¬ 
thing different from the thing thus ‘ excluded * from others ; in fact, it 
consists of the same Individual ‘ Ga ’; and it is spoken of as ‘ exclusion of 
others ’ or ‘ Apoha,' etc. when its precise nature is meant to be determined 
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which is thus done through the denial of other exclusions of unlike things. 
Consequently there being no such object which could form the subject of the 
argument,—^to whom could the Reason,—^in the form ‘ because it is not appre¬ 
hended by any cognition other than that of Oa ’—belong ? To nothing at 
all.—(2480-2481) 


As regards the Corroborative Instance cited by the Mlmdmeaka, in Text 
2143,—‘ like the Universal Oa postulated by the other party ’,—that also is 
one of which the very basic object is not admissible. This is what is 
shown in the following :— 


TEXT (2482). 

Every right Inference requires such Corroborative Instance,. 

ETC. as are admitted BY BOTH PARTIES. In THE CASE OF THE 
Inference in question however, the objective 
basis (of the Reason) is not so admitted. 

—(2482) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Instance^ etc *'—The ‘ etc.* is meant to include the Reason (Probans)* 
and other factors.—(2482) 

Further, even when the first party does not state it in so many words, 
that is regarded as to be proved which he has in mind ; and as a matter of 
fact, it is not merely the Universal ‘ Ga ’ which you have in your mind as to 
be proved ; what you really desire is to prove, through this Universal, the 
one-ness of the letter ‘ Ga * ; and it has been already shown before that 
such a Proposition as the latter is annulled by Perception and other Means 
of Cognition. 

This is what is shown in the following:— 


TEXT (2483). 

All this attempt of yours is for the purpose of proving the one¬ 
ness OF the letter * Oa ’; and this is clearly and undeni¬ 
ably annulled by Perception, as already explained 
to YOU.— (2483) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This attempt ’—at denying the substratum of the Universal ‘ Ga 
‘ Annulled by Perception ’—^The particle ‘ cha ' includes ‘ annulment by 
Inference ’ also. 

Explained ’—^under the Text 2462 et seq. —(2483) 
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It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2145, that—The 
-entity in the form of the Letter is admitted by both parties, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2484-2485). 

All these cognitions of the letter ‘ Ga ’ which appeared yesterday 

AND today, etc. APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, CANNOT ENVISAGE ONE 
AND THE SAME THING,—^UKE THE COGNITIONS OF TaSTB, COLOUR, 

ETC.—^THUS THE ‘ ONE LETTER* IS NOT SOMETHING ‘AD¬ 
MITTED BY BOTH PARTIES *. HENCE THE ‘ BTERNALITY ’ 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSUMED APPERTAINS TO THE 
POSTULATED ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS *. 

—(2484-2485) 

COMMENTARY. 


The term * xtditd ’ is construed here also, with the endings changed. 

Thus then, on account of the diversity of Words being annulled by 
Perception and Inference, there is no single entity in the shape of the ‘ Letter ’; 
hence the eternality that has been assumed can only belong to the assumed 
‘ exclusion of others —the idea of one-nesa being due to the similarity of 
the conception.—(2484-2485) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2148, that—“ When 
the Word-Sound is cognised by the Ear, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2486-2487). 

At THE TIME THAT THE WORD-SoUND IS HEARD, THERE IS NO PERCEPTION 

OF THE Air-currents reaching the Ear and embellishing the 
Auditory organ. When the Sound is cognised through 
the Ear as embellished by the pitch,—there is idea 
OF THE Pitch as related to that Sound ; and this 
idea is clearly annulled by direct perception. 
—(2486-2487) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were known by any Means of Right Cognition that ‘ there are 
Air-currents embellishing the Auditory organ ’, then there might be some 
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justification for saying that ‘ the Auditory organ is embellished by the 
Pitch As a matter of fact, however, no such Air-currents are known; 
hence there is the idea of the Pitch only as related to the Sound and that 
this idea is perceptional is entirely fanciful.—(2486-2487) 

It has been argued by the Mhndmsaka, under Text 2150, that—“ Those 
who have their minds perverted by the disorders of Bile perceive the Street 
as Bitter, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2488). 

Just as the notion of ‘ Bitterness ’ with regard to what is 

‘ sweet AND OF ‘ YELLOW ’ WITH REGARD TO WHAT IS ‘ WHITE 
IS WITHOUT AN OBJECTIVE BASIS,-^OF THE SAME 
KIND WOULD THE NOTION OF THE WORD- 
SOUND ALSO BE.— (2488) 

COMMENTARY. 

This also sets aside the idea that ‘ the cognition of the Word-Sound is 
due to that Because the Cognition which has no shape cannot have any¬ 
thing else for its object; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2488) 


The following might be urged—“ Even if the Word-sound is not the 
objective of the Cognition, why should the cognition be baseless (without 
an object) ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2489). 

Under the variations of ‘ fast ‘ middling ’ and ‘ slow —the 
Word-Sound itself does not appear as different. Under 
THE circumstances, WHEN THE COGNITION ENVISAGES 
SOMETHING IN A FORM THAT DOES NOT BELONG 
TO IT,—WHY SHOULD NOT THIS 
COGNITION BE objcCtleSS ? 

—(2489) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition that appears is in the form of ‘ fast \ ‘ medium ’ and 
* slow ’;—and the Word-Sound cannot have the ‘ fast ’ and other forms; 
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because being eternal and all-pervading, it must have only one form;— 
there is nothing else that could have the ‘ fast ’ and other forms, and appear 
in the Cognition;—hence there being no real object of the said exact form, 
the Cognition is clearly objectlesa. —(2489) 


The following might be urged—“ The same Word-Sound, appearing in 
the ‘ fast * and other forms, would form the objective basis of the Cognition ; 
as has been declared that ‘in every ease the objective basis consists in 
the external thing varying with the variations of Time and Place 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2490-2493). 

The assertion that ‘ one cognises the one thing as otherwise ’ 

INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION ; IF WHAT IS COGNISED IS ANOTHER 
FORM, THEN HOW CAN THE same OBJECT BE SAID TO BE COGNISED ? 

Under the view that Cognition is formless, it would exist 
ONLY IN the external form ; consequently, if what is cognised 
is exterml and yet not of the nature of the external thing, 

—THEN HOW IS IT THAT IT EXISTS ? EvEN UNDER THE VIEW THAT 

Cognitions have forms, the Cognition always appears in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE EXTERNAL FORM ; AND THEN ALONE IS THE 
OBJECT SAID TO BE ‘ COGNISED —In THE CASE IN QUESTION, HOW¬ 
EVER, THE Cognition does not appear in accordance with the 
EXTERNAL FORM.—^HeNCE IT FOLLOWS THAT ALL THIS COGNITION, 
WHICH IS WRONG, IS ENTIRELY ohjectless — ^2490-2493) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Self-contradiction^ —‘ The same ’ and ‘ Otherwise ’ are mutually exclusive, 
the presence and absence of the one involving the absence and presence 
(respectively) of the other; and as such, these cannot co-exist in the same 
object. 

Then again, under the view that forms do not belong to Cognitions, all 
Cognitions are false; while under the view that forms belong to Cognitions, 
all Cognitions are objectless. This is what is shown by the words—‘ Under 
the viesv^ etc,^ etc,' —^For those who regard the Cognitions as formless, what is 
perceived is the Blue form as subsisting in the Object. The Conch-shell does 
not really exist in the yellow form in which it figures in the wrong Cognition ; 
hence this is all the more clearly objectless. 

Says the Opponent—“ If the yellow form is not in the Object, then 
it must be in the Cognition ; otherwise, if it were in neither, how could there 
be cognition of it ? Thus if it resides in the Cognition, it behoves you to 
explain how Cognition can be formless ? ” 
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This is true; but when we assert that Cognition is objectless, we do so, 
on accepting the view that Cognition is formless. One who holds Cognitions 
to be formless has got to provide an answer to the question that has been 
raised. 

Even under the view that the form resides in the Cognition, the appre¬ 
hension of the Object is explained on the basis of the idea that what is actually 
apprehended is that form of the Cognition which bears the imprint of the 
form of the Object. In the case of wrong Cognition there is no apprehension 
of the form of Cognition bearing the imprint of the Object; hence the Cognition 
is clearly objectless. Apart from heiri^g with form and being without Jorm^ 
there is no other alternative possible, in regard to the apprehension of things. 
Hence it follows that all Cognition, which is wrong, is objectless.—(2490- 
2493). 


The following Text shows that in the case in question, there is no cause 
for mistake (wrong Cognition):— 


TEXT (2494). 

It cannot be right that there should be a ‘ Manifester — 

SPECIALLY FOR WHAT IS ETERNAL,—IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS EM¬ 
BELLISHMENTS (and modifications); consequently there 

CANNOT BE DIVERSE COGNITIONS IN REGARD TO THE WORD- 

SouND.— (2494) 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to ‘ Dhvani ’—i.e. Word-Sound,—the diversity of the manifester 
is said to be the cause of the illusion that there is diversity in the sound 
also. But for anything that is eternal, there can be no ‘ manifester ’; as 
in regard to eternal things, there is nothing that the Manifester can do; 
and unless it does something to it, it cannot be its ^ Manifester ’; if it were, 
there would be an absurdity; and anything could be the ‘ Manifester ’ of 
anything. 

For these reasons it cannot be right to hold that diverse Cognitions 
regarding the Word-Sound are due to the embellishments of the manifestor. 
—(2494). 

It has been argued by the Mlm&msaka under Text 2170, that—“Just 
as the Lamp is regarded as the manifester of the Jar, through the aid that 
it affords to the Eye, etc. etc.” 

In the first of the following textSy the Author explains the opponent’s 
position, and in the remaining texts, he sets forth the objections to it:— 
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TEXTS (2496-2499). 

“ Just as the Lamp restricts the potency of the Eye to the per¬ 
ception OF THE Jar,— so will the Articulation restrict the 
potency of the Auditory organ to the apprehension of the 
Sound — If, as it stands by itself, the Sound is capable of 

BEING APPREHENDED RY THE AUDITORY ORGAN,—THEN WHY IS IT 
NOT APPREHENDED, WHILE THE AUDITORY ORGAN IS NOT EMBELLISH¬ 
ED ?—^WhEN its EFFICIENT CAUSE IS THERE, THE APPREHENSION 
MUST FOLLOW ; AND THIS CONDITION IS PRESENT AT THE TIME OF 
THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN.—If, ON THE OTHER 
HAND, THE SoUND IS NOT CAPABLE OF BEING APPREHENDED, HOW 
COULD IT BECOME APPREHENDED EVEN AT A LATER TIME ? If THE 
APPREHENSION IS THERE, THEN WHAT IS APPREHENDED MUST BE 
SOME OTHER SoUND WHICH HAS THE REQUISITE CAPACITY.—If THEN, 
EVEN AT A LATER TIME, THERE IS NO COGNITION (APPREHENSION) 

OF THE Word-Sound due to its own inherent capacity,— 

THEN IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT IT IS ASSERTED THAT IT IS PRO¬ 
DUCED BY THE EMBELLISHED AUDITORY ORGAN AND OTHER AGENCIES. 

-(2495-2499) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may bo that the Auditory Organ is embellished; but what you have 
to explain is—^Whether or not the Word-Sound, by its very nature, is 
capable of bringing about the cognition of itself. 

In the former case (i.e. if it is so capable), — then it should be cognised 
even before the Auditory Organ has been embellished. 

This is what is said in the words—‘ why is it not apprehended^ etc. etc. ’ 

‘ Tasya ’—of the Word-Sound.—‘ Tat ’—therefore. 

The argument may be formulated, as before, thus—‘ If its cause is 
deficient etc. ’ ; and it may be added that in this case the embellishment of 
the Auditory Organ would be useless. 

Under the latter view (that the Word-Sound by itself is not capable of 
bringing about its own cognition),—^the Cognition of the Sound should not 
come about even when the embellishment of the Auditory Organ is there; 
because the Sound must, for ever, remain incapable (of being cognised). 
So that under this view also, the embellishment of the Auditory Organ would 
be useless. 

This argument may be formulated as follows;—^When one thing does 
not deviate from the condition in which it was not able to produce a particular 
effect, it cannot produce that effect;—^as, for instance, the /Codmm-seed 
cannot produce the Poddy-sprout;—and even on the embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ, the Word-sound does not deviate from the incapacity to 
produce Cognition ;—Whence there is non-apprehension of the wider condition. 

That the Reason here adduced is not " inadmissible * is shown in the 
words—‘ If the apprehension is there, etc. etc.’ 
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‘ Yogyatdyogl *—that which has connection with the capacity.—(2496- 
2490) 

Says the Opponent—“ If the Word-Sound were held to bo a cause of the 
production of the Cognition, then there might be some room for raising 
the question as to its being capable or not capable ;—as it is, however, what is 
held to be the cause of the Cognition of the Word-Sound is the embellished 
Auditory Organ,—^and not the Sound ; hence there is no room for the objec¬ 
tions that have been mged 

The Author attacks the view directly and refutes it in the following :— 


TEXT (2500). 

In this way the Word-Sound would be uncognisable ; as it would 

NOT be of any use IN ITS OWN COGNITION, AND, ON THAT 
ACCOUNT, IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT FROM TaSTE 
AND OTHER THINGS (SO FAR AS HAVING NO 
BEARING ON THE SAID COGNITION IS 
CONCERNED).— (2500) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this way, like Taste, etc., the Word-Sound also would have no bearing 
upon its Cognition; and this would mean that it is not cognisable by that 
Cognition. 

This argument may be formulated as follows :—When a certain tiling 
has no bearing upon a Cognition, it cannot be cognis6Kl by that Cognition;— 
e.g. Taste, etc. in regard to Auditory Cognition;—the Word-Sound has no 
bearing upon the Cognition of that Sound;—hence there is apprehension of 
something contrary to the wider condition. 

The reason here adduced is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because, if what has 
no bearing upon a Cognition were cognised by that Cognition,—there would 
be no restriction at all, and Taste might also become cognisable by Auditory 
Cognition.—(2500) 

Says the Opponent:—“ The cause of the Cognition itself would serve to 
restrict its scope, and there would be no such absurd contingencies as have 
been indicated. Because it is the cognition of the Word-Sound—and not that 
of Taste, etc.—which is actually found to come about from the causal factors 
appearing immediately after the embellishment of the Auditory Organ,— 
because the efficiency of the causal factors is so restricted.—Even if the 
Word-Sound were necessarily regarded as the cause (of its own cognition), 
some restriction on the efficiency of the cause will have to be admitted; 
because, if the question is raised—* when all things are equally the cause 
of the Cognition, then, why is it that the cognition of sound that is produced 
is of the nature of the apprehension of sound only, not of the apprehension 
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of the Auditory organ ? *—^the only answer possible would be that the efficiency 
of the Causal factors is restricted in this manner ”, 

Having reviewed all this, the Author answers the charge of ‘ Incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ against his reason :— 

TEXT (2501). 

It B£ay be taken (for granted) that the Cognition op the nature 
OF the Cognition of Word-Sound may be taken as produced by 

THE EMBELUSHED AUDITORY ORGAN, BTC., SPOKEN OF BEFORE, 

—INDEPENDENTLY OP THE WORD-SOUND ITSELF.— (2601) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Ndma ’—‘ may be taken ’—this means that it may be taken for granted 
(for the sake of argument).—That this view is not tenable is going to be shown 
later on, under Text 2507. 

‘ By the embellished Audiijory Organ^ etc .'—The ‘ etc.* includes the 
immediately following causal factors.—(2501) 

Even if the Word-Sound is not the cause of the Cognition of it, there 
are incongruities. For instance, there are two alternatives possible—Is the 
Word-Sound endowed with the nature of being apprehended by its Cogni¬ 
tion or not ?—If it is, then there is the following discrepancy :— 


TEXTS (2502-2604). 

This Word-Sound being of the nature op what is apprehended by 
ITS Cognition,—^in whatsoever form it continues to exist [and 
it exists for all time, ex hypothesi] as ‘ Word-Sound —^the said 
Cognition also will have to continue along with it,—under 
YOUR THEORY [by WHICH apprehensibility by that Cognition forms 
THE VERY NATURE OF THE WoRD-SoUND] ;—OTHERWISE IT COULD 
NOT BE CONTINUING ALONG WITH THE COGNITION. AnD BY THAT 

SAME Cognition would that Word-Sound be apprehended ;— 
THIS WOULD certainly INVOLVE THE WORST INCONGRUITY FOR YOU. 
One is of the nature of the Cognition^ and the other is op the 
NATURE OP THE Cognised ; and the two are therefore tied up 
together as by a chain ; consequently whenever the one is 
THEBE the other MUST BE THERE ALSO, WITHOUT FAIL.— (2502- 
2604) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Word-Sound is of the nature of being apprehended by its Cogni¬ 
tion, then, like the Word, its Cognition also should be eternal, existing 
at all times; because the nature of apprehensibility by it continues for all 
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time (in the Word). For example, when the character of holding the stick 
belongs to Devadatta, it is not possible that the stick should not continue 
as long as Devadatta is there. 

‘ Tied up together as by a chain' —‘ Hi' stands for because. The sense 
thus is as follows :— Because the nature of being cognised and the nature of 
being Cognition are tied together as by a chain,—therefore it becomes 
established that whenever the one is present, the other also has to be 
present,—without fail.—(2602-2504) 

Question : —“ Let that bo so ; what is the harm ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2505). 

In that case, it would mean that the Word-Sound, which continues 

TO BE INSEPARABLY RELATED TO THE COGNITION PRODUCIBLE OF THE 

Embellished Auditory Organ, would be clearly present 
EVEN when the Auditory Organ has not been 
embellished.— (2505) 

COMMENTARY. 

After the compound ending with ‘ Samhaddha the phrase ‘ Shabdah 
anuvartate' is understood. 

Thus then, because the Word connected with the Cognition producible 
by the Embellished Organ continues for all time,—therefore it follows that 
evon for the man whose Auditory Organ has not been embellished, the said 
Cognition would be there ; so that there would be no use for the Embellish¬ 
ment of the Auditory Organ.—(2505) 

The second alternative [noted in the Introduction to Text 2502, that 
‘ by its very nature, the Word-Sound is not endowed with the character of 
being apprehended by its Cognition ’] also is open to the following objection:— 

% 

TEXT (2506). 

If the Word-Sound is not of the nature of being apprehended 
BY ITS Cognition, then, in that case, it would be on the same 
FOOTING as Taste and other things, which also are not of 
the nature of being apprehended by the Cognition of 
Word-Sound ; and in that case, Auditory Per¬ 
ception WOULD NOT BE THE COGNITION of 
Sound,—{2506) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2506) 

All this has been said after admitting (for the sake of argument) that 
the Cognition, which is not helped by the Word-Sound, is of the nature 
27 
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of the Apprehension of that Sound. The Author now proceeds to show that 
the idea of the Cognition having the nature of the Cognition of the Word- 
Sound is untenable, unless there is some connection between them. 


TEXTS (2507-2509). 

What is the relation between the Cognition and the Word- 

Sound, ON THE BASIS OF WHICH THE COGNITION IS HELD TO BE OP 
THE NATURE OF THE APPREHENSION OF THAT SoUND ?—ThIS 
RELATION CANNOT BE THAT OF IDENTITY, BECAUSE THE TWO ARB 
CLEARLY DIFFERENT. NOR IS THE ONE PRODUCED FROM THE OTHER ; 
BECAUSE THE WORD-SoUND IS {eX hypothesi) NOT PRODUCED ; AND 
IF IT WERE PRODUCED, THEN IT WOULD APPEAR AT ALL TIMES ; AND 
HENCE THE COGNITION OF THAT SoUND WOULD EITHER BE PRO¬ 
DUCED AT ALL TIMES,—OR IT WOULD NOT BE PRODUCED AT ALL. 

Such being the undesirable state of things, the assumption 
OP THE ‘ Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ' is entirely 
FUTILE.— (2507-2509) 


COMMENTARY. 

There are only two kinds of relationship among things—the relation of 
Identity and the relation of Cause and Effect; in no third form can any 
help be rendered; and there can be no relationship between things which 
do not render some help to one another; otherwise there would be incon¬ 
gruities.—^Neither of these two relationships is possible between the Word- 
Sound and its Cognition ; and in the absence of such a relationship, how could 
the Cognition be of the nature of the apprehension of the Word-Sound ? 
If it did, there would be incongruities. 

It might be urged that—“ When the Cognition is produced, it is in the 
form of the Word-Sound, and it is on the basis of this that the Cognition is 
held to be of the nature of the comprehension of the Sound,—even though 
there is no relationship between the two 

This cannot be right; because Cognition has been regarded as fomdeaa ; 
the Mimdmmkaa do not admit the view that Cognitions have forms.—But 
even if it were as asserted, the view set forth cannot be right; as in that 
case, the Sound would have to be regarded as imperceptible. That is, under 
the view, Sound would be imperceptible, not perceptible ; and hence there being 
no means of knowing it, the idea of its Cognition having the form of the 
Word-Sound would itself be an impossibility. It could not be known by 
the presence of its effect; because it is not regarded as productive of effects. 
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The following might be urged—“ Even for one who holds the view that 
Cognitions have forms, and the Object is productive of the Cognition,—^the 
Object would be always imperceptible; how then can it be known that the 
Cognition has the form of the Object ? ” 

True; but the way in which it is known is this—From the presence 
of the Effect, it is deduced that there is a Cause for it; and the idea that 
Cognition serves to differentiate the Blue and other forms, is got at from 
positive and negative concomitance. For instance, the Eye, the Light, and 
the Mind-functioning being common to all Visual Cognitions, the difference 
among the Cognitions of the Blue and others cannot be due to these; hence 
the implication is that there is some other Cause for it,—this implication 
being derived from the negative premiss just indicated; and hence it is 
concluded that the said difference must be due to this other Cause. And 
on the basis of this it is asserted that the form having been brought about 
by that, it is this form that is apprehended by the Cognition.—But even this 
way is not available for you ; because you do not regard the Word-Sound 
to be a Cause at all. 

The following might be lu^ged—“ The Eye and the other factors are 
themselves imperceptible; how is it knowm that these are present in all 
Visual Perceptions ? ” 

All this is quite true, when wo are discussing the doctrine of Idealism. 
The Idealist holds that the peculiarities of every Cognition are all due to the 
immediately preceding subjective causal factors,—as in the case of Dreams ; 
and he does not regard them as duo to any external or objective conditions. 
—But all that is being said on the present occasion is on the understanding 
that the External Object does exist. If it were not so, then the first point 
to be urged would be—how can the External Object be proved by the Effect ? 
All that could bo proved would be the presence of the Cause^ not of anything 
external, objective ; because it is quite possible that the said Cause may be 
something internal, subjective, —as in the case of Dreams.—Enough of this ! 

Even if the idea of the Word-Sound being productive is accepted,—^the 
incongruity remains;—this is what is shown by the words—‘ If it were 
produced, it wotdd be produced at all thnes, etc. etc.' —‘ Sd ’ stands for the 
production. 

The argument is summed up in the words—‘ Hence the Cognition of that 
Sound, etc. etc.' 

‘ Or it would not he produced at all', —under the view that Sound is not 
productive. 

‘ Undesirable state of things ’—^that the Cognition must be either always 
present, or always absent.—(2607-2509) 


Hitherto the Author has admitted (for the sake of argument) that there 
is Embellishment of the Auditory Organ;—and then proceeded to consider 
whether or not the Object is the productive Cause of the Cognition,—which 
consideration has led to the conclusion that the Embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ is absolutely useless.—He now proceeds to show that the 
Embellishment itself of the Auditory Organ is not possible :— 
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TEXTS (2510-2512). 


Cognition would be possible only if the Embellishment were 
occasional ; the idea of the ‘ Embellishment ’ would be accept¬ 
able ONLY IF IT WERE OCCASIONAL. ThE IDEA OF ‘ EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT WHICH IS A KIND OF POTENCY, IS DERIVED FROM THE EFFECT 
IN THE FORM OF THE COGNITION. NoW THIS COGNITION MAY 
EITHER APPEAR AT ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPEAR AT ALL. HoW THEN 
COULD IT INDICATE THE OCCOSioual EMBELLISHMENT (OF THE 

Auditory Organ) ? Hence the explanation based upon the 
‘ Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ has not been sound.— 
(2510-2512) 


COMMENTARY. 


Cognition as the effect of Embellishment could be occasional only if the 
Embellishment were occasional; otherwise if the Cause in its efficient state 
were there always, why should its effect be occasional ? As a matter of 
fact however, the Embellishment is not occasional ;—this is what is shown 
in the words—‘ The idea of the Embellishment is derived, etc, etc ,*—That is to 
say, the Embellishment of the Auditory Organ, deduced from the coming 
about of its effect in the shape of the Cognition (of Sound), could only consist 
in a certain Potency ;—as Potency alone is what can be deduced from an 
effect;—this Potency should form part of the Auditory Organ itself; it cannot 
be anything different from it; as in the latter case the Auditory Organ itself 
would not be the Cause of the effect (Cognition). Then again, as no sort of 
relationship can be known, whenever the Potency would be there, the 
resultant Cognition should also be there. If the Cognition is not there, then 
it could never follow from that Potency ; and as a result of this, the Cognition 
could not be occasional. Under the circumstances, how could the occasional 
Cognition indicate the Potency as the ‘ Embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ ’ ? It could never indicate it.—(2510-2512) 


The following might be mged—“ It is not an inherent Potency that is 
Inferred from the effect in the shape of Cognition; what happens is that it 
is an entirely new Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ by the 
Articulations; and it is this Potency that is inferred from the Cognition; 
hence it is quite reasonable that the occasional Cognition becomes indicative 
of the Potency 

The answer to this is as follows 



“THE BEVBALED WORD. 


1161 


n 


TEXT (2613). 

The Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ,—if it is 

SOMETHING NOT DIFFERENT FROM THE ORGAN ITSELF,—THEN 
THAT DOES AWAY WITH THE ETERNALITY OF THE Akdsha 

OR OF Space ; as it would be something 
PRODUCED.— (2513) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ—(1) is it of the 
nature of the Organ itself ?—or (2) is it something different from it ?—or 
(3) is it different-non-different ?—These are the three alternativ^es possible. 

Under the first alternative, like the Potency itself, the Auditory Organ— 
whether it consists of Akdsha or of Space, —also becomes non-eternal;—why ? 
—‘ as it would be something produced ’ ;—i.e. because it is produced. 

It might bo argued that—“ The view held is not that the Auditory Organ 
is non-different from the Potency; but that the Potency is non-different from 
the Auditory Organ 

Now, just look at this working of sheer blindness ! When the nature 
of one thing is tied up with that of the other, how can this latter be far 
removed from it at the same time ? Because ‘ non-difference ’ between 
two things consists in the fusion of the natures of both into one. While 
the Milk remains at a distance from the W'ater, it does not become mingled 
with it; hence the explanation .suggested is futile.—(2513) 

The following Text shows that even if it be as suggested, the view remains 
open to objection :— 


TEXT (2514). 

The ‘ Embellishment ’ of a thing, being not-different from the 

THING itself, MUST BE ETERNAL ; CONSEQUENTLY THERE WOULD 

BE Cognition of things at all times.— (2514) 
COMMENTARY. 

Like the form of the thing itself, the Embellishment also should be- 
eternal, as it is non-different from it. So that this is an additional objection 
to which the said view is open.—(2514) 

The following Text points out the objection against the second alternative 
(suggested in the Commentary on 2513,—^that the Potency imparted to the 
Auditory Organ is different from it):— 
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TEXT (2515). 

If the Potency is something different from the Auditory Organ, 
THEN there can BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO.—^FURTHER, 
THE Auditory Organ cannot be an active agent (in the 
bringing about of the Cognition), as the Cognition 
WOULD BE brought ABOUT BY THE PoteUCy, —(2515) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Potency be held to be something different from the thing (the 
Auditory Organ),—then there could be no such relationship as ‘ this is 
the Potency of that ’; because what does not derive any benefit from another 
thing cannot be dependent upon this latter. And as a matter of fact, the 
Auditory Organ does not benefit the Potency; because what has been held 
to render help to the Potency is only the manifesting agency in the shape of 
Articulation.—If the Auditory Organ be regarded as helping the Potency, 
then that Potency (of the Auditory Organ), which would help the Potency, 
would be something different frpm the Auditory Organ; and so on and on, 
there would be an Infinite Regress. And in this way, as the Potencies them¬ 
selves would accomplish all that is necessary, the effect (in the shape of the 
Cognition) would follow from the Potency, and the Auditory Organ would 
not be an active agent in bringing it about; and this would render it liable 
to be regarded as a non-entity. 

If (in order to escape from the Infinite Regress) it bo held that the Potency 
that helps the Potency is not anything different (from the Auditory Organ), 
—then why should there be any hostility against the first Potency itself ? 

Then again, there would be the contingency of the Potency being pro¬ 
duced constantly ; as its Cause, in the shape of the Auditory Organ, is eternal; 
and what does not derive any benefit from anything else could not be 
dependent upon auxiliaries.—(2515) 

The Author now takes up the third alternative (suggested in the Com. 
mentary on Text 2513,—that ‘ the Potency is different-non-different ’ from 
the Auditory Organ);— 


TEXT (2516). 

The other alternative also—under which there is neither 
Difference nor Non-difference—has already been over¬ 
thrown.—Thus when the ‘ Embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ ’ is put forward as the explanation, it must 

BE DUE to the FACT OF THE PERSON PROPOUNDING IT 
being not ‘ EMBELLISHED ’ (CULTURED).— (2516) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Already overthroum '—under the chapter on the ' Pudgala\ The 
reason for it lies in the fact, that the same thing cannot be both affirmed and 
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denied. For instance, ‘Difference* and ‘Non-difference’ are mutually 
exclusive; and the presence, of one is always characterised by the absence 
of the other; when between two things—e.g. ‘ Existence ’ and ‘ Non-existence ’ 
—the nature of one cannot be affirmed without the denial of the other, that is, 
it can exist only when the other is absent;—and when two things are mutually 
exclusive, the absence of one implying the presence of the other and vice 
versa^ —the affirmation of one must be concomitant with the denial of the 
other. Consequently when the ‘ Difference ’ (of the Potency from the 
Organ) is denied, it implies the affirmation of Sameness (Non-difference); and 
it cannot be right to deny this latter also at the same time; because in that 
case there may be affirmation of Difference also.—Such are the objections 
that may be pointed out against the view that there is di fference-non- 
difference (between the Potency and the Auditory Organ).—(2516) 


TEXTS (2517-2518). 

By THESE SAME ARGUMENTS MAY BE REJECTED THE VIEW THAT THERE IS 

Embellishment of the Object and of both.—From all this it 

FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR THE VIEW THAT 
THERE IS ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ OF WHAT IS eternal AnD FROM 
THIS IT ALSO FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR 
ANY DISTINCTIONS THAT ARE MADE ON THE BASIS 
OF SUCH ‘ MANIFESTATION —SUCH DISTINC¬ 
TIONS AS THOSE OF ‘ LONG ‘ SHORT 
' ORDER OF SEQUENCE ’ AND SO 
FORTH.— (2517-2518) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ By these same arguments ’—i.o. by putting forward the alternatives 
regarding the capacity or otherwise to produce Cognitions. 

‘ From all this, etc. etc.' —This sums up the argument. 

‘ Order of sequence, etc.' —‘ Etc.’ is meant to include the ultra-long, the 
‘ XJddtta ' accent and so forth.—(2517-2518) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2174, that—“ There 
are son?e people according to whom the Word-Sound is apprehended by the 
Auditory Organ, when it is produced but not in actual contact with that 
Organ, etc. etc.” 

The answer to that is as follows :— 



1164 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXIV. 


TEXT (2619). 

Even when the ‘ absence of contact * is equally present in all 
CASES, the Cognition of all things does not come about, 

BECAUSE the CAPACITY OF THINGS IS ALWAYS RESTRICTED ; 

AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE IRON BEING ATTRACTED 
BY THE Magnet.— (2519) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though there is ‘ absence of contact ’ in all things, yet there is no 
possibility of the apprehension of the antecedent object, because the capacity 
of things is always restricted; for instance, the piece of substance called 
‘ Magnet ’ draws to itself the piece of Iron (which is not in contact with it); 
and yet it does not draw all other things which also are not in contact with 
it.—(2519) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the objection 
that has been taken by Shankarasvdmin against the admissibility of the 
instance of the ‘ Magnet ’ just cited :— 


TEXT (2520). 

If it be urged that— “ there is attraction by the Magnet on 

ACCOUNT OF the CONTACT (OF THE IrON) WITH THE LiGHT 
EMANATING FROM THE MaGNET —THEN THE ANSWER 
IS THAT, AS NO SUCH LtGHT IS VISIBLE, HOW IS 
IT KNOWN THAT IT EXISTS ?— (2520) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shankarasvdmin has argued as follows ;—“ In the case of the Magnet, 
the attraction of the Iron is due to its being penetrated by the Light-rays 
emanating from the Magnet; for, if it were not so, then there would bo 
attraction of all Iron-pieces in the world. Even though the Light emanating 
from the Magnet is not perceived in the manner of the Light emanating 
from the Lamp, yet it can be inferred from the fact that there is attraction 
even where the Iron is at some distance, if there is nothing I)etwoen the Iron 
and the liifognet 

The answer to this is— [As no such Light, etc, etc,' —The phrase 'it is 
not visible ’ denies the propriety of the Light being existent,—on the ground 
of its non-apprehension.—(2520) 

As regards the Reductio ad Absurdum put forward by the assertion that 
“ there would be attraction of all the Iron-pieces in the world ”,—the answer 
to that is as follows :— 



1165 


“THE REVEALED WORD.** 

TEXT (2521). 

Why is it that the said Light does not attract pieces of wood 

AND OTHER THINGS WHICH COME INTO CONTACT WITH IT ?—If IT IS 

SAID THAT “ IT DOES NOT DO SO BECAUSE ITS CAPACITY IS 
RESTRICTED ’*,—THEN THE SAME MAY BE SAID REGARDING 
THE CASE OF ‘ NON-CONTACT * ALSO.— (2521) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same contingency is equally possible under the view that there is 
actual contact:—Why is it that the Light emanating from the Magnet does 
nob attract all those things, wood-pieces and the like, that happen to be 
in contact with it ? 

If the answer is that—“ The said contingency does not arise as the 
capacity of things is restricted ”,—^then the same may be said under the 
view that there is no contact in such cases ; who has deprived things of their 
capacity,—^by virtue of which the same is not admitted in this case ? 

Hence it follows that the assumption of the invisible rays of Light 
is futile.—(2521) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsakaf under Text 2175, that—“ For 
them, the absence of contact being equally present in the case of distant and 
near sounds, the apprehension and non-apprehension by people far and near 
would be equally possible, and there could be no order of sequence 
The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2522). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE APPREHENSION BY MEN FAR, MIDWAY AND 
NEAR IS NOT IN ANY ORDER OF SEQUENCE AT ALL ; AS IN ALL 
CASES THE Cognition is produced immediately 

AFTER THE USE (UTTERANCE OF THE WORD- 

Sound).— (2522) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Successive Apprehension ’ is not admitted, because the Cognitions of all 
men appear simultaneously.—(2522) 


It has been argued under the same Text (2175) that—“ the greater and 
lesser intensity of Sounds would not be possible ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2523). 

Just as on account of the differences in the shape of Remoteness 
AND Nearness, the Colour of things is seen indistinctly and 
distinctly (respectively),—IN the same manner there 

WOULD ALSO BE THE COGNITION OF LESSER AND GREATER 

intensity of the Sound.— (2523) 

COMMENTARY. 

Colour also is perceived without contact with the Eye and is not all- 
pervading,—and its perception is distinct or indistinct; in the same manner 
in the case of Sound also, which also is not all-pervading and not in contact 
with the Ear, there would be Cognitions of greater or less intensity. 

Objection : —“ The other party does not admit of the perception of Colour 
without contact; how then is it put forward as the Corroborative Instance ? ” 

Answer: —This does not affect our position. Though it is by mere words 
that the other party does not admit it, yet what is vouched for by proofs 
must be admitted by both parties. 

“ What is the proof that vouches for the idea in question (that there is 
perception without contact) ? ” 

The proof is provided by the fact that there is simultaneous perception of 
near and remote things. A thing that has movement gets at the nearer object 
quickly, and at the remoter object with some delay; when for instance, one 
goes from one village to another. But in the case of the Branch of the tree and 
the Moon seen through it,—the perception of both is simultaneous, as soon 
as the Eyes are opened. From this it is deduced that the Eye is operative 
without actually getting into contact with the object perceived. 

In connection with this subject, XJddyotakara argues as follows :—“In¬ 
asmuch as Cognitions are produced quickly, there can be no perception of 
the time taken; hence the idea, that ‘ the several Cognitions appear in the 
manner of the.piercing of the hundred petals of the Lotus ’, is not true ”. 

This is not right. In this way, in the case of the two words ‘ sara ’ 
and ‘ rasa ’ also, there should be no recognition of the order in which the 
letters are heard; the quick production of the perception being present here 
^Iso; and if that is so, then there should be no difference between the Cognition 
of the word ‘ sara ’ and that of ‘ rasa \ And as there is ‘ quick production ’ 
in the case of all Cognitions, there would be no perception of any order of 
sequence at all.—This has been already thrashed out in detail before. 

Again says XJddyotakara. :—“ Even if the Eye were operative without 
contact, the wall would have no power to obstruct it ; hence there 
would be no concealment of things. Nor would there be this phenomenon 
that what is remote is not seen while what is near is seen.—It might be 
argued that—‘ That object alone is seen which comes within range of the 
Eye, and what does not do so is not seen ’.—But that is not so ; without 
some sort of connection, there can be no coming within range. Because what 
is this coming within range, apart from being connected ? The only difference 
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is that what I call ‘ connection ’ is called by you ‘ coming within range ’; 
there is no other difference 

This is not right. What is called by us coming within range is becoming 
the Cause ;—not Connection, Because when the Eye produces Cognitions, the 
Object —Colour, etc.—becomes its auxiliary, and hence called its ‘ objective ’ ; 
and it is not called so because it comes into contact with it.—The purpose 
served by the aid provided by auxiliaries is of two kinds—(1) mutual benefit, 
e.g. between the Light-rays and the thing within cover,—and (2) serving 
the same purpose; e.g. when the man sees Colour immediately on opening 
his Eyes.—In both ways, the Object of the Cognition is so called because it is 
its peculiar Cause, and not because it is connected with it. 

“ This same restriction or specification of the Cause would not be possible 
without some ConnectionJ''' 

Not so ; because the necessary restriction is secured by the capacity of 
the Cause itself. In fact when the Cause is produced out of its own Cause* 
it is produced exactly in the form in which only some of it becomes productive 
of the Cognition, not all ; because the difference among all things is due to 
the difference in their Causes.—Just as under your view,—even though the 
Connection is .equally present in both cases, why is it that the Eye appre¬ 
hends the Colour only, not the Taste ?—It might be argued that—“ the Taste 
is not apprehended because it is not connected with the Eye ”,—Why should 
not the same Connection be present in the case of Taste also ?—as the locus 
of both (Taste and Colour) is the same ; and there is nothing to restrict the 
Connection (to Colour only),—whereby, even though residing in the same 
locus, the Eye comes up to the Colour only and not to the Taste, though this 
also is present at the same place,—and also it does not come up to the Colour 
also if it is very remote. 

It might be urged that—“the restriction would be due to its own 
Cause 

This can be said also under the view" that the Eye is of)erative without 
contact. —Enough of this discussion.—(2523) 

The following Text anticipates and answers an objection from the other 
party :— 

TEXT (2524). 

“ How CAN THERE BE A SINGLE OBJECTIVE BASIS FOR COGNITIONS WHICH 
APPEAR AS DIVERSE ? ”—If THIS IS URGED, THEN [THE ANSWER 

IS that] THE SAME OBJECTION, AS AGAINST THE UPHOLDERS 

OF THE External World, is equally applicable to 
THE Cognitions of Colour also.— (2524) 

COMMENTARY. 

“How can there be a single object for Cognition which appears as 
diverse ? ” 
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What the Opponent means is that in this way the Cognitions of Colour, 
Taste, etc. might be said to have one and the same objective basis. 

The answer to this is as follows:—‘ The aame ohjecticm, etc, etc,' ;— 

* To Cognitions of Colours ’—^i.e. to Cognitions envisaging Colour—^this same 
objection is equally applicable.—^How can there be a single objective basis 
for the distinct Cognitions of things far and near ? 

All this objection is applicable to those who uphold the reality of the 
External World, who attribute the form to the Object, not to the Cognition, 
Those, however, who uphold the Idea alone,—^i.e. the Idealists,—^for them all 
Cognition is equally objectless, being self-cognised, and is produced in the 
distinct and other forms ; and hence to these Idealists, the objection does not 
apply.—^Those upholders of the External World who attribute the form to 
the Cognition do not admit that there is absolute sameness of form between 
the Object and the Cognition; so that there would be the same form, in 
certain aspects; and hence there would be no incongruity in there being the 
same object for Cognitions appearing as diverse ; consequently, the objection 
would not be applicable to these also.—(2524) 

Question : —“What proof then is there against the idea that the Word- 
Sound is apprehended only on confmt with the Auditory Organ,—and in 
support of the idea that it is apprehended without such contact ? “ 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2525). 

Under the view that the perception (of Sound) is through contact 
(with the Sense-organ), the Cognition of the Sound of 
Thunder could not be in the interrupted form,— 

LIKE that of the FEATHER IN THE EaR.— (2525) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Like the feather in the Ear \—^this is an instance per dissimilarity ; 
and the * vati *-affix is added to the word ending in the Genitive ending. 
The meaning thus is—^when a man is engaged in tickling the Ear with a 
feather, the Sound made by the feather is heard as continuous, without 
interruption ; in the same manner, when there is Sound of Thunder spreading 
all round like the filaments of the Kadamba flower, and it is heard on reaching 
the Ear,—^then this hearing also should be continuous, not interrupted.— 
It cannot be right to say that there is illusion of break on account of the 
peculiarity of the substratum wherein the conjunction of its Cause subsists. 
Because there is no perception of such place, etc. ; and no Cognition ever 
appears which imposes forms which have never been cognised; e.g. the Visual 
Perception does not impose the form of Taste.—(2626) 

Having thus stated the proof against the view that Sound is heard on 
getting into contact with the Sense-organ,—^the Author next states the proof 
in support of the view that the perception takes place without the said 
contact:— ^ 
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TEXT (2626). 

Because the Auditory Organ brings about the Cognition of 
Sound as interrupted, therefore, like the Mind, it must 

BE regarded as OPERATING WITHOUT CONTACT ;— 

NOT OTHERWISE, LIKE THE SkIN (TACTILE 

Organ).— (2526) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Not otherwiae^ etc, etc .'—This supplies the Corroborative Instance for 
dissimilarly ,—In the case of the Tactile Organ (which operates by contact), 
the perception is no« interrupted, and the same would have been the case with 
the Auditory Organ also (if this also operated through contact).—(2526) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance—of the Mind —is one that is devoid of the Pro- 
bandum,—and supplies the answer to it:— 


TEXT (2527). 

For THOSE people who declare that ‘‘ the Mind also is operative 

THROUGH contact ”,—THERE SHOULD NOT be ANY COGNITION OF 
FAR OFF THINGS IN .A SINGLE MOMENT.— (2527) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara, Kumdrila and others put forward the following arguments 
in support of the sense-organs being operative by direct contact:—“ (o) 
The Eye and the Ear must be regarded as operative by contact,—^because 
they are external organs,—like the Olfactory Organ. The qualification 
‘ External ’ is added in order to avoid the charge of being ‘ false ’ in view 
of the Mind (which is not operative by contact).—(6) The Eye and the Ear 
must be regarded as operative by contact,—^because being organs, they 
do not apprehend things hidden and far .off,—like the Olfactory Organ. The 
qualification ‘ being organs ’ has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
object. —(c) Colour and Sound must be regarded as cognisable by means of 
those external organs that are operative by contact,—because they are 
objects of external organs,—like Odour and Taste.— (d) the Cognitions of 
Colour and Soimd must be regarded as having for their objective basis such 
objects as are cognisable by means of external organs operative by contact,— 
like the Cognitions of Odour and Taste 

The objections against these arguments are set forth in the following ;— 
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TEXT (2528). 

The reason that is put forward, in the form ‘ because they are 

EXTERNAL ORGANS —^IN SUPPORT OF THE VIEW THAT THE ORGANS 
IN QUESTION ARE OPERATIVE BY CONTACT,—^IS ' FALLACIOUS ’ 

(Inconclusive) ; because it is unlike their other 

PROPERTIES and HENCE THERE IS CONTRADICTION 

(incompatibility).— (2528) 

COMMENTARY. 

The meaning is clear.—(2528) 

The following Text supplies the answer to what has been urged by the 
Mimdmsaka, under the Text 2176, to the effect that—“ Thus from the point 
of view of the Vedic Scholar, let us examine the matter, etc. etc.*:— 


TEXTS (2529-2530). 

The idea of the Air-currents being something different from the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions has been already discarded 

BEFORE ; AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR IS NOT-MOMBNTARY 
(according TO THE Mimdmsaka), they cannot be the 

SAME AS THE CONJUNCTIONS AND DISJUNCTIONS. FoR 
THE SAME REASON, AS THERE ARE NO DISTINCTIONS 
IN IT, THERE CAN BE NO MOVEMENT OF IT, 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT HAS NO VELOCITY, 

AND HENCE CANNOT GO ALONG 
AS LONG AS THE VELOCITY LASTS. 

—(2529-2530) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Before ’—^under the examination of the ‘ Six Categories ’. 

Says the Opponent—“ If they are not different^ then they may be non- 
differentf same 

Answer :—‘ Inasmtich as the Air, etc. etc." —^The Air-currents themselves, 
produced as conjoined and disjoined, are spoken of as the * non-different 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions ’; and what are non-momentary cannot 
become conjoined with things, in succession,—as they are all of one and the 
same form.—(2629-2630) 

It has been asserted by the Mtmamsaka, under Text 2179, that— 
Having reached the Akdsha in the Auditory Organ, the Air imparts a 
certcun capacity to that organ, etc. etc.^’ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2631-2632) 

If, on reaching the Akdsha in the Auditory Organ, the Air imparts 
A CERTAIN capacity TO THE ORGAN,—THEN WHY SHOULD THERE 

BE NO COGNITION OF THE AlR WHEN THERE IS COGNITION OF THE 

Sound,—JUST as there is of the stroke of the whip 
(when the whip-stroke is also COGNISED ALONG 
with the sound of the whip) ?—^The idea that 
—“ THE cognition OF THE SoUND OBSTRUCTS 
THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE Air) ”— 

CANNOT BE RIGHT, FOR ONE WHO IS 
COGNISANT OF THE WHIP-STROKE 
AND ANOTHER AlR (AT THE 
SAME TIME).— 

(2631-2632) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two views possible in this connection—(1) that the Air is 
perceptible and (2) that it is not-perceptible. 

Under the former \’iew, at the time that Sound is cognised, there should 
be cognition of the Air also, as in the case of the whip-stroke. 

It might be argued that—“ as two cognitions cannot appear simul¬ 
taneously, the cognition of Sound obstructs the cognition of the Air 

This cannot be right—in the mouth of one who is cognisant of the whip- 
stroke and the other Air, at the time that the Sound is cognised. Just as 
the ‘ Other Air ’ set up by the fan, and the ‘ whip-stroke ’ are both perceived 
at the time that the Sound is heard,—^in the same manner there should be 
the perception of the touch of the Air reaching the auditory organ. 

What this shows is that the assertion that there cannot be simultaneous 
cognitions is contrary to a directly perceived fact.—(2531-2532) 

It has been explained already that the idea of simultaneous cognitions 
is due to the illusion caused by the quickness with which the cognitiona 
appear. It may be that in the case of Cognitions appearing in succession 
there may be an illusion of simultaneity due to the quickness with which they 
appear; but in the present discussion, the said explanation is of no use; 
hence it is nothing.—^This is what is asserted in the following:— 

TEXT (2633). 

Even though in some cases, there may be illusion of simultaneity 

DUE TO QUICKNESS OF APPEARANCE,—YET THAT HAS NOTHING 
TO DO WITH THE PRESENT CONTEXT ; BECAUSE HERE 
THE Air IS NOT COGNISED AT ALL.— (2633) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be that, on accoimt of the quickness in the appearance of the 
Cognitions, there is an illusion of simultaneity. But this cannot apply to 
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the case where there is no perception of a thing which is quite perceptible. 
For instance, in the present context, there is absolutely no cognition— 
either successive or simultaneous—of the Air that has reached the regions 
of the Auditory Organ. Hence the explanation that “ the illusion of simul¬ 
taneity of Cognitions is due to the quickness with which they appear ’* can 
have no bearing on the present discussion ; i.e. it should be ignored.—(2533) 


The following text takes up the second alternative view (suggested in the 
eommentary on Text 2531,—that the Air is not perceptible ):— 


TEXT (2534). 

If the Air (reaching the Ear) is beyond the senses (imperceptible), 
AS asserted by the followers of Karpada, and also by your¬ 
selves,— THEN, to what CAN ITS amenability to Tovch be 
DUB, WHICH HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN 

THE BM§ya ?— (2534) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Followers of Kanada ’—the Vaishl^ikas ; according to whom Air is 
indicated by (inferred from) Sound. 

The author of your own Bha^a, Shabara has also declared that “ when 
the aerial Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the imperceptible Air proceed 
from the Ear-drum, they are not perceived ”. (Mi. Su. 1. 1. 13.) 

The objection to this view is set forth in the words—‘ To what can its 
amenability to Tovdh he due ? Spr^ydpti ’ is the ‘ dpti ’—possibility of 
‘ 9 pr 8 ti ’—^toiich. This is what the author of your Bha^ya has spoken of; 
how is that ? As against the view of the author of the Shik§d, that ‘ the 
Air becomes the Sound the author of the Bhd^ya (Shabara) has said—(under 
Su. 1. 1. 22) as follows—“ If the Word-Sound were the product of Air, then 
it could only be Air in a particular shape; as a matter of fact, however, we 
do not recognise any particle of Air in the constitution of the Word-Sound, 
in the manner in which we recognise the particles of yarn in the constitution 
of the Cloth; therefore the Word-Sound cannot be a product of Air;—^if 
the Word-Sound were the product of Air, then we could perceive it with 
our tactile organ (as we perceive Air); and yet we do not feel by touch any 
air-particles in the Word-Sound — (Translation^ p. 41.)—(2534) 


Even granting (for the sake of argument) that Air is beyond the senses, 
imperceptible,—^the Author proceeds to point out defects in the Opponent’s 
arguments:— 
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TEXT (2535). 

Ob, the Air in question may be beyond the Senses ; even so, thebe 

WOULD BE cognition OF THE TANGIBLE (Air),—^WHICH IS NEITHER 

HOT NOR COLD,—RESTING ON THE VARIOUS SUBSTANCES THAT 
MAY BE IN CONTACT WITH IT ; JUST AS THEBE IS 
OP OTHER Airs. — (2535) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tadyogah ’—contact with the different air “Currents ;—that which 
has this contact is " tattadyogin \ —i.e. the substances known as ‘Water’, 
‘ Fire ’ and ‘ Earth ’ ;—and that which is ‘ gata ’—cresting, residing in these, 
is ‘ tattadyogigata ’;—^i.e. the Air resting on Water, Fire and Earth.—^The 
compounding is in accordance with Pgj^ni’s Sutra * DiMlyd — shfitd, etc. 
etc.’—^This compound qualifies ‘ spra^pavya ’—the tangible Air ;—which is of a 
natiure that is different from hot and cold, —There should be ‘ vit ’—Cogni¬ 
tion—of the said Air.—‘ Just as there is of other Airs ’—^i.e. of Air other than 
that within the body of the Speaker, which Air is held (by the Opponent) 
to be the manifester of the particular Word-Sound.—The ‘ vati ’ -affix is 
added to the word ending in the Locative. 

What is meant is that there would be cognition of the Air in question, 
just as there is of the air during winter, carrying with it the coolness of the 
snows,—of that during summer, when all the quarters are filled with the 
burning rays of the sun,—of that during the season which is neither hot nor 
cold, which is yet felt by the touch to be cool or warm.—(2535) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and refutes the Opponent’s 
answer:— 


TEXTS (2536-2537). 

It MIGHT BE SAID THAT ‘‘ THERE IS NO COGNITION OF THE AlR IN QUESTION 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT IN CONTACT WITH THE TYMPANUM — BUT, 
THEN, HOW IS IT KNOWN THAT IT HAS REACHED THE Akosha 

IN THE Ear ?—From all this it follows that all this 

ASSUMPTION BY THE VeDIC SCHOLAR IS ABSOLUTELY 
BASELESS ; IT IS NOT AGREEABLE TO THE LEARNED, 

AND SHINES ONLY AMONG VeDIC 
Scholars.— (2536-2537) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasya ’—of the Air. 

‘ Ayogah ’—non-contact,—* with the tympanum • 

The rest is clear.—(2636-2537) 

28 
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It has been argued by the itfiwdmsoAja, undet Text 2198, that—“ or, the 
idea that should be entertained is that the Auditory Organ consists of space, 
which idea would be in accordance with the Veda 

As this is open to the same objections, the Author applies them to that 
view, in the following ;— 


TEXT (2638). 

All those objections that have been ubged against those who 
HOLD Akdsha TO BE without partSy should be undbbstood to be 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THAT VIEW ALSO UNDEB WHICH THE 
AuDITOBY ObOAN consists of the one INDIVISIBLE 

Space. —(2538) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view that the Auditory Organ consists of the indivisible Space, 
is open to all those objections—^the futility of embellishment, the impossibihty 
of embellishment, etc.—^that have been urged against the view that it consists 
of the indivisible Akdaha. Hence it is not necessary to state the objections 
against this other view separately.—(2638) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsakay under Text 2185, that—“ Even 
if the Auditory Organ were one and all-pervading, the Embellishment due 
to Articulation could affect only the material substratum of that organ, 
etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2639-2544). 

Undeb the view that Akdsha is one and all-pbbvading, thebe can 
BE NO such division AS THAT THE ONE IS THE SUBSTBATUM OF THE 
EMBELLISHED OBGAN AND THE OTHBB IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE AJcOSha 
IS ONE (AND INDIVISIBLE),—^If THE AUDITOBY ObGAN CONSISTS 
OF THE ONE Akoshay THEN IT CANNOT HAVE ITS TyMPANUM ' UN- 
EMBELUSHED CONSEQUENTLY, ANY BBSTBICTION IN THE EMBEL¬ 
LISHMENT ON THE BASIS OF THE SUBSTBATUM CANNOT STAND. 

Consequently, when the Obgan has sbcubed the Embellish. 

MENT IN ONE SUBSTBATUM, IT SHOULD BBING ABOUT THE COGNITION 
IN THE BODIES OF ALL MEN ;—ACCOBDING TO THOSE WHO DECLABE 

the Obgan to be one only. You may hold that Cognitions 

(SENSATIONS) APPEAB IN THE VABIOUS PABTS OF THE BODIES OF 
MEN ; BUT ACCOBDING TO YOU, THEBE CAN BE ^(O DIVEBSITY OF 
PLACE FOB TUgl PBINCIPAL FACTOB, IN BELATION TO Akdehu WHICH 
IS me ONLY.—^Thb otheb pabty might say—“ Accobding to US, 
THE Soul is without pabts, indivisible, and it is in its bntibety 
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THAT IT COGNISES THINGS, AND YET IT ACTUALLY APPREHENDS IT 
IN THE BODY ONLY ” ;—BUT EVEN WITH THIS, THE VIEW IS OPEN 
TO OBJECTION : THERE WOULD, IN THIS CASE, BE NO SUCH DISTINC- 
TIONS AS THAT OF THE ‘ DeAF ’ AND THE LIKE, AND FOE THE SAME 
REASON IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR ONE COGNITION NOT TO BE 
APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER SoUL ; AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE TWO.— (2539-2544) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Anyat *—the substratum of the unembelliahed organ. 

Such distinction is not possible in the case of what is without parts> 
indivisible. If there were, it would have to be regarded as with parts^ 
divisible.—If the distinction were merely aaaumed (not real), then there 
would be an incompatibility regarding its being with and also withovt effective 
action; because effective actions never follow in the wake of mere assump- 
tions; they are always related to real entities. Consequently, if the organ 
has become embellished in one substratum, it acquires thereby the capacity 
to bring about the cognition of things; so that in another substratum also^ 
as the organ would really be the same, it would be embellished everywhere^ 
and hence capable of bringing about the Cognition of things. 

Thus what has been said (in Text 2542) regarding “the Cognitions 
appearing in the several parts of the bodies of men ”, becomes set aside; 
because there can be no real division in what is one only.—^This is what is 
shown in the words * Pumadm, etc. etc.' 

‘ Pradhdnavaideshyam ‘ Pradhdna ’, * Principal Factor *, stands for 
the Body ;—‘ Vaidishya *—^residence in different parts of Akdsha. 

^ jEvamuktipi, etc.' —because there can be no division for what is one 
only. 

‘ Avyavasthdnam' —^impossibility of such distinctions.—(2539-2644) 


The following Text shows how there is no difference between the two :— 


TEXT (2545). 

When it cannot abandon its previous form, and when no new 

FEATURES CAN APPEAR IN IT,—^WHY CANNOT THE AUDITORY 

Organ comb within range of the experience of 
ANOTHER.— (2545) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ there would be differences, by reason of the 
Auditory Organ>«beinganfluenced by Merit and DemBrit 
The answer to thdf is cfs follows-;-^ 
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TEXT (2646). 

Inasmuch as it is etbbnal, independent,—the Ak&ahic Avditory 
Organ cannot be influenced by Mebit and Demebit ; and 
HENCE should NOT FALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OF 
THE EXPEDIENCE OF ANY ONE AT 
ALL.— (2646) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Being eternal ’ is the reason for ‘ being independent ’ and also for 
‘ being not influenced by Merit and Demerit *.—(2546) 

Question :—“ Even though it is independent, why cannot it be influenced 
(by Merit and Demerit) ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2547). 

The Akdsha is never affected by Merit and Demerit ; being 

ETERNAL, IT CAN NEVER BE AN EFFECT ; WHAT SORT OF 
‘ INFLUENCE ^ THEN CAN THERE BE OVER IT ?— (2547) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Being independent ’ implies that it is not an effect ; and what is not 
an effect cannot be influenced or affected by anything ; e.g. the Hare’s Horn, 
or the ‘ Unconscious Destruction ’ of things ;—and the Auditory Organ is 
not an effect ;—hence there is apprehension of a character contrary to the 
wider term, 

‘ Being eternal ’ sets aside the ‘ inadmissibility ’ of the Reason :—‘ not 
being an effect^ ^tc, etc.^ sets aside its ‘ inconclusiveness —(2547) 

Says the Opponent:—“ It is found that even what is not an effect is 
influenced by things : for instance, the Auditory Organ, which was not within 
range of one’s experience before (in the case of the deaf) comes within its 
range, through the influence of medicines and charms. Thus your Reason 
becomes Inconclusive ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2548). 

How COULD the Auditory Organ come within the range of one’s 

EXPERIENCE, THROUGH THE INFLUENCE OF CHARMS AND MEDICINES, 

BTC. ? Being eternal, it cannot derive any 
PECULIARITIES FROM THESE.— (2548) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Medicinesf etc .*—‘ etc.* includes scratchings, operations. 

‘ How could U, etc.* —^i.e. if, even so, it did not have the character of an 
effect. 
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“ Even if it is not an Effect, there would be influencing by the mere 
production of peculiarities.” 

Answer :—‘ Being eternal, etc, etc." —(2648) 

[Says the other party]—“ If such is the case, then the substratum being 
not-eternal, the embellishment could be of that, and through that the Audi - 
tory Organ also, though eternal, would come to be influenced 
This is the idea set forth and answered in the following:— 

TEXT (2549). 

“ Even though the substratum is not-etemal, its non-etemality would 
NOT BE OF the NATURE OF momcntariness " ;—if this is urged, 
then (the answer is that), inasmuch as no additional 

PROPERTIES COULD BE PRODUCED IN IT, DeafueSS, BTC. 

WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE.— (2549) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ If it is non-eternal ’—^as its destruction would be sure to come in coxirse 
of time,—^till that time, it would continue to have one and the same form ; 
and hence, as in the eternal thing, so here also no additional properties would 
appear in it; how then, could there be any ‘ embellishment * of it ?—(2649) 

Even granting that additional qualities might appear,—the author 
points out that even so the theory is ojxjn to objection :— 

TEXTS (2550-2551). 

Or, the additional property may be produced in the organ ; 

BUT IN NO CASE COULD IT EXIST IN THE Akdsha \ NOR COULD IT 
BE DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ITS RECEPTACLE ; BECAUSE 
IT IS ETERNAL AND INDEPENDENT. HeNCE, DeAFNESS, ETC. 

COULD NOT COME ABOUT THROUGH THAT EITHER.— 

Even if Akdsha were with parts and divisible, 

THE ARGUMENTS WOULD APPLY TO IT, 

ON THE GROUND OF ITS etemality. — 

(2550-2551) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘", 'it "—stands for the additional property. 

“ Even if it does not exist there, it may come to it on account of its 
connection with its receptacle 

It could not he due to its connection with its Receptacle. 

As regards the argument that Akdsha is not without parts,—^the answer 
is that if the divisible Akdsha is held to be eternal, then all the objections 
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that have been urged against the view that * the indiuiaible Ak&sha is eternal % 
become applicable. This is what is meant by the words—‘ Even if Ak^ha 
were divisible, etc, etc.' — (2550-2551) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, in Text 2192, that—Just as 
the village-lord, removed from the lordship, though continuing to live in the 
village, does not enjoy the privileges of the Lordship, similarly the soul of 
the deaf man deprived of the auditory organ, though continuing to dwell in 
the body, does not enjoy the experience of hecuring sounds **. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2552-2553). 

Even fob you, this * removal from the ownership ’ cannot be 

POSSIBLE,—UNLESS THE OWNERSHIP IS MOMENTARY. WhAT 
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY HAS BEEN PRODUCED IN IT, BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH IT IS REMOVED FROM THE 
OWNERSHIP AND DOES NOT ENJOY THE 
SAME EXPERIENCE AGAIN ?— 

(2552-2553) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is quite easy.—(2552-2553) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2194, that —“The 
vibrating air-particles, which are the manifevSters, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2554-2558). 

Thus then, there is no ‘ Embellishment * possible, either in the 
Auditory Organ or in the Word-Sound ; because it is not 

POSSIBLE FOR THE EMBELLISHMENT TO BE EITHER DIFFERENT OR 
NON-DIFFBRENT (FROM THEM). FOR INSTANCE, IF THE EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE AUDITORY OrGAN AND 

THE Sound, then these two cannot be regarded as ‘Em¬ 
bellished ’ ; AS THESE WOULD HAVE NO RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 

Embellishment ; because between two different things, the 
ONLY relationship POSSIBLE IS THE CttUSal ONE ; AND IP THIS 
RELATIONSHIP WERE THERE, THEN THE EMBELLISHMENT WOULD BE 
THERE AT ALL TIMES, AS ITS CAUSE WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES.— 

Even under the view that the Embellishment is not some¬ 
thing DIFFERENT,—^IT WOULD BE ETERNAL, LIKE THE AUDITORY 
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Organ and the Sound ; and hence it could not be fboducei>. 

BY ANYTHING ; CONSEQUENTLY THE COGNITION (DUB TO THE EM¬ 
BELLISHMENT) WOULD BE EVERLASTING.—BECAUSE ALL THIS IS SO, 

THEREFORE ANY REGULATION OR RESTRICTION OP THE CAPACITY 

OP THE Air-currents, etc. cannot be possible ; and when what 

IS TO BE ACCOMPUSHED IS NOT PRESENT, THE CAPACITY TO ACCOM¬ 
PLISH IT CAN BE OF NO USE.— (2554-2558) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ YaM ’— Because —‘ Evam *—‘ Thus,—in the manner just described, 
this * becauee ’ has to be construed with 'tat'* therefore, etc, etc.* of Text 2658. 

How this embellishment is not possible is explained in detail, in the 
words—‘ Because it is not possible for the embellishment, etc. etc.' —^^Vhat is 
meant is as follows—When the embellishment comes, it could be either different 
or non-differerU (from the thing embellished); these are the only two possibi¬ 
lities, as the matter does not admit of a third alternative. 

In the former case,—^i.e. if it is different, —there could be no ‘ embellish¬ 
ment ’ of the auditory organ or of the Word-Sound ; because what is brought 
about is different; and when the Jar is brought about, it is not the Cloth 
that is embellished. Nor ca-n there be any relationship between the Embellish¬ 
ment and the said two (Auditory Organ and the Word-sound); by virtue of 
which by the bringing about of the Embellishment, which is their relative, 
those two could become embellished.—Because, as it has been held to be 
different, the relationship of the Embellishment with the Auditory Organ or 
the Word-Soimd could not be of the nature of * identity *; in fact whenever 
there is a relationship between two different things, it can be only of the 
nature of Cause and Effect ; as there could be no help in any other way. 
If there were this relation of Cause and Effect between the Embellishment 
and the other two (Auditory Organ and Word-Soimd),—the Embellishment 
would be there for all time, as its cause, in the shape of the Auditory Organ 
and the Word-Sound, would be there all the time (both of these being eternal, 
ex hypothesi). 

Under the second alternative (that the Embellishment is not different 
from the Auditory Organ and the Word-Sound), the difficulty is that— 

‘ Even under the view, etc. etc.' —‘ Tadvat '—Like the Auditory Organ and the 
Word-Sound.—* Asau ' —the Embellishment;—and hence, as it would be 
eternal, the Embellishment could not be produced or brought about by any¬ 
thing. 

Thus, under the view that Cognitions are produced by the Embellishment, 
every cognition would be eternal. This is the difficulty in the Embellishment 
being eternal. 

The whole argument is summed up in the words—‘ Therefore any regula- 
tion or restriction, etc. etc.' —(2554-2558) 

The following Texts set forth the arguments in support of the vie^ 
that Word-Sound is not-eternal. 
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TEXTS (2569-2560). 

Thus,—inasmuch as no ‘ manifestation ' (of the Word-Sound) is 
POSSIBLE,— the Cognitim of the Word-Sound must be regarded as 
having THIS character THAT IT IS INVARIABLY CONCOMITANT WITH 
THE BIRTH (COMING INTO EXISTENCE) OF WHAT IS APPREHENDED BY 
IT,—LIKE THE COGNITION OF THE INDIVIDUAL JaR AND SUCH THINGS. 

—Consequently, both ‘ producing ’ and ‘ manifesting —^as 
BROUGHT about BY effort AND articulation^ —^wtll have the 
DIVERSITY OP THEIR CAPACITY DETERMINED BY PRESUMPTION 
BASED UPON THE NATURE OF THE EFFECTS PRODUCED BY THEM.— 

(2659-2560) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—^What is occasional 
must be produced by a cause which also has had its production,—as for 
example, the cognition of the individual Jar;—and the Cognition of the 
Word-Sound is occasional; hence this is a Reason based on the nature of 
things. 

The Reason cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible because as a matter 
of fact, the said cognition is not fottnd to appear at all times.—^Nor can it 
be regarded as ‘ inconclusive *; as the idea of Sound being ‘ manifested ’ 
has been already discarded.—Nor again can it be regarded as ‘ contradictory ’; 
because it is found to be present in all places where the Probandum is present. 

‘ Idam-phalam ’ is a compoimd, meaning—‘ that which has idam ’—^this, 
i.e. being invariably concomitant with the birth of what is apprehended by 
it—^for its ‘ phalam ’, net gain, character. 

The rest is easily understood.—(2569-2660) 

The objections against the view that the Auditory Organ consists of 
Space have been already stated before; hence they are not stated again; 
the Author only reminds the reader of what has been said before :— 


TEXT (2561). 

All THOSE reasons that go to invalidate the view that THE 
Auditory Organ is part of Akdaha^ should be understood 

BY INTELLIGENT MEN TO APPLY ALSO TO THE VIEW 
THAT IT IS PART OF Space. — (2561) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, in Text 2204, that—“ Even if 
the Embellishment pertains to the Object, it would afEect that one object 
only, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2662). 

The assertion that—“if the Embellishment pertains to the 

OBJECT, it would AFFECT THAT ONE OBJECT ONLY CANNOT BE 

RIGHT ; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN DISCARDED ; ALSO 
BECAUSE THE CAPACITY OF THINGS IS LIMITED. 

—Hence there cannot be embel¬ 
lishment OF the object. 

—(2562) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Na ’—That is, it cannot be right to assert tiiat “ if the Embellishment 
pertains to the Object it would affect that one object only ”. 

“ Why ? ” 

‘ Because it has been discarded ’—^i.e. because the Embellishment itself 
has been rejected.—^That is, the Embellishment, as different and as not- 
different, has been already discarded. 

For the following reason also there can be no Embellishment of the 
Object. 

“ What reason ? ” 

Because of the limitations of the capacity of things. —which are going to be 
pointed out. 

After ‘ Niyatlh ’ a * Cha ’ is understood; hence the meaning comes to 
be that— also because of the limitations of the capacity of things, there 
cannot be an Embellishment of the Object.—(2562) 

The said ‘ limitation on the capacity of things ’ is illustrated— 

TEXTS (2563-2564). 

If the Word-Sound did not possess the capacity to produce 

COGNITIONS, THEN IT COULD NEVER BE COGNISED BY ANYONE ANY¬ 
WHERE ; AS IT COULD NOT HAVE ANY BEARING UPON ITS COGNI¬ 
TION.— If, on THE OTHER HAND, IT DID POSSESS THE CAPA¬ 
CITY, THEN IT WOULD BE COGNISED BY ALL MEN, AT ALL 
TIMES AND AT ALL PLACES ; AS IT WOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE THE CAUSE OF THAT COGNITION.— 

(2563-2564) 

COMMENTARY. 

By its very nature, the Word-Sound should be either incapable or capable 
of producing its cognition. These are the only two alternatives possible.— 
In the former case—i.e. if it is incapable—the Word-Sound would never be 
cognised by any one. In the latter case, it would be cognised by all men 
at all times ; because it would always be of the same form. 
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From this it follows that the Embellishment can have no capacity at 
all.—(2563-2664) 

The following might be argued—“ Even if the Word-Sound had the 
capacity to bring about its cognition, it might not bring it about on account 
of forces to the contrary; similarly, even if it did not have the capacity, it 
could have the capacity imparted to it by auxiliary forces and thereby bring 
about the cognition 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2565). 

If the Word-Sound is, by its very nature, definitely capable or 

INCAPABLE,—WHAT HOSTILE OR HELPFUL FORCE COULD SET 
IT ASIDE ?— (2565) 

COMMENTARY. 

Unless a thing sets aside, or brings about, the nature of a thing, it 
cannot be regarded as hostile or helpful; otherwise there would be incon¬ 
gruities. And if the said setting aside or bringing about were admitted, the 
Word-Sound would lose its eternal character.—(2566) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, in Text 2205, that “ Just as the 
Word-Sound, though produced and appearing equally with regard to all 
men, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2566-2567). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHEN THE WORD-SoUND APPEARS, IT IS CAPABLE 
OP PRODUCING ITS COGNITION IN SOME PERSONS ONLY : HENCE WHEN 

IT IS PRODUCED, IT IS NOT COGNISED BY ALL MEN.— Or, HOW 
COULD IT BE THAT THE SoUND IS HEARD ONLY BY THOSE 
MEN IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO WHOM IT IS EMBELLISHED 
BY ARTICULATIONS,—AND NOT BY THOSE AT A 

DISTANCE ? —(2566-2567) 

COMMENTARY. 

What has been urged does not affect the view that Word-Sounds are 
produced (not eternal). Because whenever a Word-Sound is produced by its 
cause, it is produced as capable of bringing about its cognition under certain 
limitations; and it is on account of this that it is not heard by all men at 
all times. 

The view, however, that the Sound is (eternal and) is only manifested, — 
is open to the said objection,—even if the Embellishment is possible. This 
is what is shown by the sentence beginning with ‘ or \ 
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The objection that ' there should be hearing of far-o£E sound also ’ is 
applicable, not only to the view that the Word-Sound is endowed, by its 
very nature, with the capacity to produce its cognition,—but it is also 
applicable to the view that there is Embellishment (of the Word-Sound). 
Hence this has been set forth as another alternative view— "Why it is not 
heard by persona at a distance ? *—‘ is heard ’ is to be construed here. What 
is meant is that it should certainly be heard.—(2566-2567) 

The same idea is further clarified :— 


TEXT (2568). 

Even in cases of proximity, the embellishment is supposed to be 

THE CAUSE (OF THE COGNITION) ; AND THIS EMBELLISHMENT 
WOULD BE EQUALLY THERE FOR PERSONS AT A DISTANCE 
ALSO.— (2568) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mhndmsakay in Text 2270, that—“ Inasmuch 
as the idea of the Word-Sound being produced has been rejected, etc. etc.” 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2569-2570). 

If THE IDEA IS THAT PARTICULAR EMBELLISHMENTS ARE PRODUCED BY 
ARTICULATIONS, THEN IN THAT CASE, NO ONE CAN DENY THE IDEA 
OF THE Sound being produced. Because the particular 

EMBELLISHMENT IS NOT SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Word-Sound ; otherwise the Word-Sound would 

BE INCOGNISABLE. CONSEQUENTLY THE WORD- 
SOUND ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 

produced ,— (2569-2570) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Embellishment is something that is produced^ then there should 
be production of the Word-Sound also; because it is not different from the 
Embellishment.—In case it is different, then, as the Cognition would be 
brought about by the Embellishment itself, the Word-Sound would not 
be an active agent in it; and hence it would not be apprehended by that 
Cognition. For these reasons it should be admitted that the Word-Soimd 
also is produced, —(2569-2570) 

The following might be lurged—” Just as for you, the Buddhist, the 
Word-Sound is produced as capable of bringing about a particular restricted 
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cognition,—so also for us, there is restriction in regard to the Embellishment 
also ; whereby the Sound is not heard by people at a distance **. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2571). 

Having become embellished once, if the Word-Sound does not 

ABANDON THAT (EMBELLISHED) FORM, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
EVANESCENT CHARACTER,—^THEN IT SHOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE HEARD FOR ALL TIME.— 

(2571) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the idea be that—“ The Word-Sound that is embellished is 
one that is capable of bringing about the cognition within the ‘ chain ’ of 
certain particular |)ersons only ”—^there would be objections against it. For 
instance, if the Sound does not abandon the form which is capable of bringing 
about the cognition, then its cognition should continue to be produced for 
all time. If it abandons it, then it becomes evanescent, not eternal.—Hence 
it must be admitted that it is produced. —(2571) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka in Text 2209, that—“ As regards 
the view that there is embellishment of both, the assertion that it is open 
to both sets of objections is futile, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2572). 

Even as regards the view that there is embellishment of both, 
THE assertion THAT IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OF OBJECTIONS IS 
QUITE TRUE ; BECAUSE DEFICIENCY IS NOT IN ONE OF THE 
TWO ONLY ; AS THE PREVIOUS ONE CONTINUES. 

—(2572) 

COMMENTARY. 

For those who hold the view that the Word-Sound is produced, it is 
possible that one or the other should be deficient;—^it is not possible for 
those who hold that there is Embellishment (not production ); as for them, 
the previous embellished form would continue to exist.—(2672) 


The said ‘ continuity ’ is further clarified.— 
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TEXT (2573). 

The Auditory organ and the Letter-sounds that have been 

PREVIOUSLY embellished BY THE MANIPESTBRS CANNOT BECOME 
destroyed,—BECAUSE IP THEY DID, THEY WOULD BE NON¬ 
ETERNAL ; AND CONSEQUENTLY THEY WOULD BE HEARD 
AT ALL TIMES.— (2573) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Chyutiprdpteh *—^because of liability to become non-eternal. Otherwise, 
there would be Renunciation of Proposition (on your part). 

‘ Sarva-ahrutih ’—^Hearing at all times. —not of all; as in the latter case, 
the compound would fall under the prohibition contained in Panini’s SiUra 
* Karmani cka \ —(2573) 


The following might be iu*ged—“ It is of only a few limited number 
of persons whose Organ and Letter-Sounds would be embellished and fit for 
audition, and hence the Sound could not be heard by all men ”. 

But in that case, there would be no hearing by those men who were 
going to hear other Letter-Sounds. 

This is what is pointed out in the following ;— 


TEXT (2574). 

Ip THE Embellished Organ and Letter-Sounds were capable op 
HEARING BY A PEW LIMITED PERSONS, THEN THERE WOULD BE NO 
HEARING POR OTHER PERSONS WHO WOULD BE GOING TO HEAR 

THE SAME Letter-Sounds.— (2574) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ niyatashriUiyogyau ’ is to bo explained as ‘ shruti- 
yogyau *—capable of hearing—‘ niyatdnam pumsdm ’—by a few limited 
persons. 

‘ Anyavarim, etc.' —This may be taken as ‘ other persons who would be 
going to hear that same sound —or as ‘ persons who would be going to hear 
other soimds ’.—(2674) 


The following might be urged—“ For the benefit of those other persons 
who would be going to hear the same sound, there would be another embellish¬ 
ment of the Auditory Organ and the Letter-Sound ”. 

The following Text anticipates and answers this argument;— 
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TEXT (2576). 

If it be said that— “ the Organ and the Letter-Sound are em¬ 
bellished AGAIN, and ARB FIT FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE COGNITION 
OF THAT Sound by other persons ”,—then also there 
WOULD BE continuation OF THE SAME ORGAN AND SoUND, 

AND HENCE OF THE hearing also of the same Sound 
AND BY THE SAME PERSON.— (2575) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ tadvarm, etc/ is to be expounded as—fit for the 
vijrtdna —cognition—of those Sounds by those persons;—“which Letter- 
Sounds ? ”—those that are heard by the other hearers ;—and the ‘ persons ’ are 
the * hearers of those sounds 

‘ Tayorlm ’—^i.e. the Organ and Letter-Sound embellished previously. 

‘ Tayorapi ’—of the previous Person and Letter-Sound. 

What is meant is that, when the Letters —ka and the rest—are heard 
later on by other persons, they should be heard exactly as they had been 
heard by the previous persons ;—because their previous character would still 
continue.—(2575) 


The following Text shows that if there is no such continuation as has 
been pointed out, then they become non-eternal:— 


TEXT (2576). 

If these other Organ and Letter-Sound are distinct (from those 
embellished before),—^then why does not the hope of 
these being eternal become entirely 
BASELESS ?— (2576) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2676) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmmka, in Text 2210, that—“ Though the 
Sun i^ one, yet it is seen, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2677). 

In the Water and other bbplbctino substancBkS, it is not the; 
SAME Sun seen in various forms ; because the cognitions 

THAT ARB THERE ALL PERTAIN TO THE REFLECTED IMAGES, 

AND ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY OBJECTIVE 
BASIS.— (2577) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has already been explained before that all wrong cognitions are,, 
without exception, devoid of any objective basis; still it is explained again, 
in the following Text, in connection with the cognitions of the reflected 
images,—be they regarded as (a) with or (6) without form.—First the Author 
takes up the former view (that the Reflected Image has a form):— 


TEXTS (2578-2582). 

Even under your view, all Cognitions are formless , and it is only 

THE EXTERNAL THING THAT IS HELD TO BE with form . ThE REFLECTED 

Image that is seen is seen within the Water ; and yet the 
Sun EXISTING in the sky is not there in the Water.—“ How 
is it then that it appears as if in the Water ? ”—It is through 
delusion, and hence it is that it is CLEARLY DEVOID OF AN 
OBJECTIVE BASIS ; BECAUSE IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH ANY OBJECT 
WITH THAT FORM.—If IT IS URGED THAT “ IT IS THE SAME SUN THAT 
IS PERCEIVED OTHERWISE ”,—^THIS WOULD BE ANOTHER EXCELLENT 
ASSERTION—THE Same AND YET Otherwise . —But in this way, 
EVERY Cognition would apprehend everything. It would be 
THE Cognition of the same Sun only if it were seen exactly 

AS IT IS ; WHEN HOWEVER, IT IS ACTUALLY PERCEIVED IN ANOTHER 
FORM, HOW COULD IT BE THE PERCEPTION OF THE SAME SUN ?— (2578- 
2582) 

COMMENTARY. 

For you, the Mimdmsaka, Cognitions are formless, and it is the external 
object that is with form. Hence what is seen in the water cannot be the 
form of the Cognition; because forms are held to belong to external things 
only.—^Nor is the Reflected Image held to be an entirely different thing; 
as in that case, it would not be a case of the perception of the Sun at alL— 
Nor does the Sun itself enter the water, by virtue of which it could appear 
there (as the Reflected Image); because it remains in the regions of Akdsha — 
If it be asserted that—“ it is through illusion that it appears in the water ”,— 
in that case, the Cognition, would not have the Sun for its objective basis; 
because the form within the water does not belong to the Sun.—^From'all this it 
follows that the form that belongs to the object (Sun) does not figure in the 
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Cognition ; and hence having no connection with that form, the said Cognition 
is clearly baseless (without an objective basis). 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—^When an Object has a 
form that does not figure in a Cognition, that Object cannot be the objective 
basis of that Cognition;—e.g. Colour cannot be the objective basis of Auditory 
Cognition;—^the Sun does not have the form that figures in the Cognition 
of the Reflected Image;—Whence there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character (which implies the absence of the less wide character).—The 
Reason here adduced cannot be regarded as ' Inadmissible ’; because in 
reality the Sim does not have the form that is within the water.—^Nor can 
the Reason be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’; as that would lead to incongruities; 
as in this way anything could be the objective basis of any Cognition.— 
Nor can the Reason be regarded as ‘ Contradictory ’; as it is present in all 
oases where the Probandum is present. 

It might be argued that—“ It is the same Sun that is seen in the water, 
only it appears otherwise, on account of the difference in its position, and 
consequently, the Buddhist’s Reason is ‘ Inadmissible ’ 

Who, except an audacious logician like yourself, could make such an 
assertion as ‘ it is the same —and otherwise ’. Because the assertion ‘ it is the 
same ’ affirms that it is of the same form, and the assertion that ‘ it is other¬ 
wise ’ denies that it has the same form; how then could these two mutual 
contraries —Affirmation and Denial —^appertain to the same thing (Sun) ? 

If, even when cognised as otherwise, the thing (Sun) were the same ,— 
then the entire Universe might be regarded as the same ; and as a consequence 
of this, the birth and death of things would come at the same time and all 
Cognitions would have one and the same object. From this it follows that 
if the thing were cognised as it actually exists in relation to particular time 
and place, etc. then, the same Sun would have been cognised. How then 
can our Reason be ‘ Inadmissible ’ ?—(2578-2582) 

Under the second view also—that Cognitions are with form ,—^the Cogni¬ 
tions of the Reflected Images are devoid of objective basis ;—this is what is 
pointed out in the following;— 

TEXT (2683). 

Even if the Cognition be with form, it can be regarded as 

APPREHENDING AN OBJECT ONLY IF IT HAS A FORM THAT IS not 
DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT THAT IS 
COGNISED.— (2683) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even under the view that Cognitions are with form ,—though the 
Cognition of the Reflected Image may be with form, yet, the external object 
can be said to be ‘ cognised * only when the form in which it is apprehended 
is not different from the external object itself,—and not when it is appre¬ 
hended in a different form ; if it were not so, there would be incongruities. 
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—In the case of the Cognitions of the Reflected Images, the apprehension is 
not of a form that is non-different from the form of the Sim; for if it were 
there, the Cognitions of the Reflected Images would be exactly the same as 
the true Cognition of the Sun itself.—(2583) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmaaka in Text 2221, that—“ When 
a man is looking at the Sun and the Water, his eye (rays) proceed in two 
ways—one upwards and the other downwards, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2584-2585). 

It may be that what is perceived by the downward bays is the 
Sun shining above presented mediately ; but even so, the 

PERCEIVER REGARDS THE SUN SHINING ABOVE AS ACTUALLY 
DOWN IN THE WaTER.—If THE SUN WERE ACTUALLY 
PERCEIVED JUST AS IT STANDS, THEN IT WOULD BE 
COGNISED AS SUCH, NOT OTHERWISE. ThIS HAS 
BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED.— (2584-2585) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Wfmt ie perceived ’—by the Soul. 

‘ Shining above ’—this qualifies the ‘ Sun ’, as it exists. 

‘ Regards ’—i.e. the perceiving Soul thinks. 

What is meant is as follows :—If what the Percipient Soul sees is the 
Sun shining above, presented to him mediately, through the downward 
rays,—how is it that he regards the Sun as actually down in the water, and 
not as shining above? It would be regarded as such, if it were actually 
apprehended as it exists ; otherwise there would be incongruities.—(2584-2585) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmaaka, under Text 2224, that—“ In the 
case of the man looking at the mirror, it is tlirough illusion that, etc. etc.” 
The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2586). 

Similarly it is not true that (in the case of the man looking at 

THE mirror)—“ IT IS THROUGH ILLUSION THAT THE MAN COGNISES 
THE FACE AS FACING /THE WEST, THOUGH IN REALITY WHAT HE 
ACTUALLY PERCEIVES IS THE FACE AS PRESENTED BY THE 
VISUAL RAYS PROCEEDING EASTWARD TO THE RAYS AS 
PROCEEDING WESTWARD.’^— (2586) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason why this is not true is stated in the following :— 

29 
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TEXT (2587). 

As a matter of fact, the perception of the Reflected Image 

CANNOT HAVE THE MAN'S OWN REAL FACE AS ITS OBJECTIVE BASIS ; 

BECAUSE WHAT FIGURES IN THE PERCEPTION IS SOMETHING 
ENTIRELY DIFFERENT FROM THE REAL FACE ; JUST AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF TaSTE AND 

Sound, etc.— (2587) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadvilak^amz, etc '—^This word lias to be construed as with the abstract 
ending * tva ' ; and as a Bahuvnhi compound. 

This argument may be formulated as follows:—When a Cognition 
envisages something entirely different from a certain thing, it cannot have 
this latter for its objective basis;—e.g. the Cognition of Taste cannot have 
Sound for its objective basis; or the Cognition of Sound cannot have Taste 
for its objective basis ;—the Cognitions of the reflected image envisage some¬ 
thing entirely different from the real face;—hence here we have the appre¬ 
hension of something contrary to the wider factor.—(2687) 

In the following Texts, the author points out that the Reason here put 
forward cannot be regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ’:— 


TEXTS (2588-2590). 

In a smaller mirror the face appears as smaller ;—the tree 
reflected in the water appears as upside down, and as sunk 

IN THE water ; THE OBJECT REFLECTED IN THE MIRROR FACES 
THE MIRROR,—NOT SO ITS REFLECTED IMAGE ;—WHILE THE 
REFLECTED IMAGE IS IN THE WATER, THE OBJECT 
REFLECTED IS FAR OFF ;—THE REFLECTED IMAGE 
ALWAYS VARIES WITH THE REFLECTING SUR¬ 
FACE, AS REGARDS ITS LARGENESS, SMALL¬ 
NESS, ETC.,—NOT SO THE OBJECT RE¬ 
FLECTED.—For THESE REASONS 

OUR Reason cannot be re¬ 
garded AS ‘ Inadmissible ’. 

-(2588-2590) 

COMMENTARY. 

In a smaller mirror, the face, though really larger, appears as smaller;— 
the tree reflected in water is perceived top downward aad as sunk in the 
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water;—^the face reflected in the mirror is perceived as facing the west;— 
and in water, as being far off;—similarly in such reflecting media as the 
Bright Sword and the like, the Reflected Image appears in varying degrees 
of length, etc. in accordance with the nature of the reflecting medium ; and 
yet the object reflected does not possess the varying length, etc. Thus then, 
the idea that the cognition of the Reflected Image envisages something 
different from the Reflected object, cannot be ‘ inadmissible —(2588-2590) 

In the following Text^ the author refutes the charge of ‘ Inconclusiveness * 
against his Reason :— 

TEXT (2591). 

If, even when what appears in the cognition is something QiriTB 

DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT, IT BE REGARDED AS THE COGNITION 

OF THAT OBJECT,—THEN ALL COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SoUND 
AND OTHER THINGS, WOULD ENVISAGE ALL THINGS.— (2591) 

COMMENTARY. 

That all cognitions would have all things for their object is the Reason 
that serves to annul the conclusion of the other party.—(2591) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka in Text 2218 tliat—“ When 
the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, even a single object is perceived as 
diverse, because of the diversity in the functioning of the eye,—the same 
thing happens in the case in question also ”. 

This also is discarded by what has been said above. 


TEXT (2592). 

When the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, if a single object 

IS PERCEIVED AS DIVERSE,—THAT ALSO IS PURE ILLUSION, 
ENTIRELY BASELES5S.— (2592) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka under the Text 2225, that— 
“Even granting that the ReflectedJ^Image really exists in the different 
places,—there can be no plurality, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2593). 

The reality of the appearance of the Beflected Image has already 

BEEN DISCARDED BEFORE ; BECAUSE TWO CORPOREAL MATERIAL 
OBJECTS CANNOT EXIST TOGETHER, BECAUSE THEY ARE 
MUTUALLY OBSTRUCTIVE.— (2693) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea of the Reflected Image being an entity has been rejected before ; 
where it has been shown that one corporeal object cannot occupy the same 
place as another and so forth.—(2593) 

Granting that the Reflected Image is a real entity ; even so several such 
images can, figure in the same Cognition;—this is what is shown in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2594). 

Even if the Reflected Image exists in several places, it varies 

REGARDING ITS LARGENESS, SMALLNESS AND SO FORTH ; HENCE 
IT CANNOT BE ONE AND THE SAME.— (2594) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ And 80 forth *—includes length, etc. 

It might be argued that—“ Even though there is diversity of largeness 
and the rest, yet in some way, on account of all being blue, etc,, they might 
figure in the same cognition 

But even so, that does not prove real one-ness; the one-ness might be 
assumed ; but as regards that, your argument would be futile (as that is 
admitted by us also). 

If the one-'ness were real, even when the Images are perceived in different 
places, etc.,—then there may be one-ness between the Br&hmami and the 
Chdnddla, on the ground of both being men ;—^thero would be one-ness bet'ween 
your mother and your wife, on the groimd of both being women,—one-nem 
also between your mouth and the lower orifice, on the groimd of both being 
made up of Earth. In fact, the whole universe would be one, on the ground 
of everything being a Entity ; and in that case the contingency of the simul¬ 
taneous birth and death of things would become irresistible.—(2694) 

The following has been urged in the Bhd§ya (of Shahara) :—“ It might 
be urged that it is not possible for one and the same thing to be seen simul¬ 
taneously at several places; but the foolish man who says this should look 

at the isunv where one and the same sun is seen in several places. It 

might be that its exact position is not ascertained on account of remoteness ; 
hence there is an illusion. The same, may be said in regard to the Word- 
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Soimd also; there is no definite cognition of the exact position (SO. 1. 1.16; 
Translation^ pp. 35-36). 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2595-2599). 

The idea that appears in men as to ‘ the sun being over my head ’ 

IS SURELY WRONG ; BECAUSE ALL LIVING BEINGS SEE THE SAME 
SUN AT THE SAME TIME,—^AND NOT DIFFERENT SUNS ; BECAUSE IN 
REALITY NO SECOND SOLAR DISC EXISTS ; IF IT EXISTED, IT 
WOULD SURELY BE SEEN, AND YET IT IS NOT SEEN ; HENCE IT IS 
DEFINITELY CONCLUDED THAT ONLY ONE SUN EXISTS.— AS REGARDS 

THE Word-Sound, however, it has never been definitely ascer¬ 
tained TO be one and the same ; BECAUSE WHETHER APPEARING 
IN SUCCESSION OR SIMULTANEOUSLY IT IS CLEARLY CHARACTERISED 
BY MULTIPLICITY. EvEN WHEN SPEAKERS PRONOUNCE THE LETTER 
‘ GA ’ AT ONE AND THE SAME TIME, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THEM 
IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED.— (2595-2599) 


COMMENTARY. 


If the second solar Disc existed, it would be perceptible ; but it is never 
perceived; hence it follows with certainty that it is one only; hence the 
idea that ‘ the sun is above me ’ is held to be wrong. 

The one-neas of the Word-Sound, however, is not recognised in this 
manner; by virtue of which the idea of its being present in several places 
might be regarded as wrong. It is only when such one-ness is established 
that the idea of the said presence could be wrong. But that one-ness itself 
has not been established. 

‘ Solar disc \ —^The term ‘ rdmm ’ is made up of the noun ‘ ravi ’with 
the ‘ am ’ affix. 

Sa>^ the Opponent;—“ The one-ness of the Word-Sound has certainly 
been definitely established through Recognition 

The answer to this is—‘ It has never been definitely ascertained, etc, etc. ’— 
That is to say, the validity of Recognition as a means of Right Cognition 
has been already rejected. 

The words ‘ even when, etc. etc. * explain that even when the appearance 
is simultaneous, there is multiplicity. 

‘ Clearly ’;—because all details regarding swiftness, middling and slow, 
etc. etc. are clearly perceived.—(2595-2599) 


The following Text shows that there is diversity also when the letter is 
pronounced in succession ;— 
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TEXT (2600). 

When the Letter is pronounced in succession, one after the 

OTHER, THE DIVERSITY IS NOT ONLY DIRECTLY PERCEIVED, BUT 

ALSO INFERRED THROUGH THE INFERENTIAL INDICATIVE IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE FACT OF THE COGNITIONS APPEARING IN 
SUCCESSION.— (2600) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not only directly perceived ’;—because even so it is clearly apprehended 
to be diverse, on account of the diversity in the notea^ ‘ §adja ’ and the rest. 

This cannot be a case of diversity among the manifestera ; as that idea 
has been already discarded. 

' Through the Inferential Indicative ’;—i.e. through Inference also ; the 
argument being formulated as follows :—At the time that a thing does not 
come into existence, its cause is not present in an efficient form,—e.g. visual 
cognition does not appear when the set of its causes is devoid of the 
Eye, even though the other factors are there in the form of the Colour, the 
Light, the mental condition, and so forth ;—at the time that the several 
cognitions of the single letter ‘ ga ’ appear, there do not appear those sub- 
seqiient cognitions which are held to follow from the said cognitions;— 
hence there is non-apprehension of the wider term ; the presence of the 
efficient cause being invariably concomitant with coming into exiatence, and 
the said ‘ presence ’ being not there. 

Says the Opponent:—“ If what you seek to prove is the negation of the 
presence of the efficient cause in general, —then your argument is superfluous ; 
because even though the eternal Word-sound is a came, there may be a defi¬ 
ciency due to the absence of its auxiliaries, which renders the appearance of 
the subsequent cognitions impossible; and this fact is admitted by your 
opponent.—If, on the other hand, what you are negativing is the causal 
efficiency of the Word-Sound in particular, —then your Reason is ‘ Inconclu¬ 
sive ’, and the Corroborative Instance is ‘ devoid of the Probandum 
Because when the Visual Perception does not appear, its non-appearance is 
not due to the deficiency of the cause of the Word-Sound ; it is due to the 
deficiency (absence) of the eye ”. 

This is not right. What we seek to prove is the fact in its general aspect. 
Nor is our argument ‘ superfluous ’ in that case. Because if the eternal 
thing had need of another cause, then alone could our argument be ‘ super¬ 
fluous *. As a matter of fact, however, the eternal thing does noi 
depend upon another cause; because such a cause could not render 
any help to the eternal thing; and it is only what helps that is needed ; 
otherwise there would be incongruities. Consequently, if the Word-Sound, 
independently, were held to be the cause, all the cognitions proceeding there¬ 
from would always have the efficient cause present; and hence they would 
ail appear at all times. If they did not, then the non-appearance of the 
cognitions proceeding therefrom would indicate the inefficiency of the Word- 
Sound itself. How then can our argument be ‘ superfluous ’ ? 
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Even if what is meant to be proved were the deficiency of a particular 
Cause, our argument could not be ‘ inconclusive ’; nor would our Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance be ‘ devoid of the Probandum ’; what is meant is as follows :— 
even when one thing is present, if the other thing does not come into 
existence, the former cannot be the cause of the latter,—according to you; 
—e.g. Visual organ does not appear when Sound is presenteven when the 
particular forms of the letter ‘ Ga ’ are there, the Cognitions held to proceed 
from them do not come into existence; hence there is non-apprehension of 
the wider character. 

Here also the fact of the Eternal Thing not needing another Cause 
supplies the reason for the annulment of the contrary conclusion. The case of 
the Seed in the granary cannot be cited to the contrary ; because the seed can¬ 
not be the primary cause of the Sprout. We desist from labouring this 
point further.—(2600) 

It has been argued above, by the Mlfnamsaka, under Text 2211, that— 
“ Because it is dependent upon the manifesting articulations, therefore it is 
apprehended only at the place where they are, etc. etc. ” 

Though this idea has been already refuted, the author reverts to it, in 
order to point out that the view is open to objection even if there be a 
manifester for eternal things :— 


TEXTS (2601-2605). 

It may be that the apprehension of the Word-sound is dependent 

UPON THE manifesting ARTICULATIONS ; BUT EVEN SO IT COULD BE 
APPREHENDED ONLY AS IT REALLY EXISTS ; OTHERWISE, THE APPRE¬ 
HENSION WOULD NOT BE OF THAT SoUND AT ALL ; AS ITS FORM WOULD 
NOT FIGURE IN THAT APPREHENSION. As A MATTER OF FACT, THE 

Word-Sound is never apprehended as pervading over the 
WHOLE Akdsha, Why then does the Word-Sound follow the 
DIVERSITY OF PLACE OF THE ARTICULATION ? WhEN MANIFESTED, 
IT WOULD APPEAR BY ITSELF, LIKE THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS. 

All this about the Cause has been said only by way of an 

ELABORATION OF OUR ARGUMENT. In REALITY THE INEFFICIENCY 

OF THE manifesters has already been proved on the basis of 
THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF manifestation. — As regards the directly 
PERCEPTIONAL NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE SAME WoRD-SoUND ’, 
—THAT HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED ; AND IT STANDS UNRBFUTED 
THAT APPEARING IN DIVERSE PLACES, THE WORD-SoUND MUST BE 
DIVERSE.— (2601-2605) 


COMMENTARY. 


If the apprehension of the Word-Sound is dependent upon manifesters, 
then, how is it that it is not apprehended as pervading the entire Akdsha, 
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wherein it pervades ? Its apprehension must be in that form; otherwise 
there would be incongruities; all this has been explained before. And 
yet the Word-Sound is not heard tliroughout the entire Akdsha ; hence it 
cannot be right that the hearing of sound is in accordance with the manifest¬ 
ing articulation; in fact, the apprehension must follow that Word-Sound 
alone of which it is the apprehension. Thus alone could there be apprehension 
of the Word-Sound, not otherwise. Consequently like the Jar and other 
things, the Word-Sound should always appear in its entire form. Such in 
brief is the sense of the text. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore.—(2601-2605) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka^ under Text 2227, that—“ Just 
as the single person, Devadatta, passing from place to place, one after the 
other, does not become different, so the Word-Sound also does not differ 
simply because it is heard in several places 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2606-2607). 

When a man passes from place to place, one after the other,- 

IT IS so BECAUSE HE IS IN A PERPETUAL FLUX ; IF IT WERE NOT SO, 
THERE COULD BE NO SUCH ‘ GOING * ; IF HE REMAINED FIXED, 
PERMANENTLY, THEN THE MAN, NOT DISSOCIATED FROM HIS 
PREVIOUS POSITION, WOULD CONTINUE TO REMAIN 
THERE ; AND AS SUCH HE COULD NOT GET AT 
ANOTHER PLACE.— (2606-2607) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the case of the non-eternal thing, the only ‘ movement ’ possible is 
in the shape of being bom in another place ; not so in the case of the eternal 
thing, which, unless it abandons its character as associated with one place, 
can never ‘ go ’ to another place.—^This is what is pointed out by the Text 
2607.—(2606-2607) 


It has been argued by the Mlmamaaka under Text 2230 above, that— 
“ when a large pit is dug in the ground, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2608). 

Akdsha BEING UNDBFINABLE and vague, there can be no ‘ MANI¬ 
FESTATION ’ OF IT ; AND AS IT IS BEYOND THE BEACH OF THE 
SENSES, WHAT IS SEEN IN THE PIT, IS NOT Akdsha, BUT 

Light.— {2m) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be proved that Akdaha is a positive entity; hence there can 
be no ‘ manifestation ’ of it; specially as there is the idea of Akdsha only 
when there is nothing tangible perceived; for instance, in deep darkness, 
when people do not meet w'ith any obstruction, they are found to say— 
‘ there is nothing here, it is mere Akdsha \ 

Even for those who regard Akdsha as a positive entity, it is beyond 
the reach of the senses ; how then could there be any cognition of Akdsha ?— 
This is what is meant by the w’ords—‘ -.4s it is beyond the reach of the senses, 
etc. etc. ’ 

Question : —“ If this is so, then what is it that is seen in the pit ? ” 
.4n^er ;—It is only Light that is seen.—(2608) 

The following texts point out that—even if Akdsha is a positive entity, 
there can be no manifestation of it— 

TEXTS (2609-2611). 

Further, as in the case of the Word-Sound, so in the case of 
Akdsha also, there can be no ‘ manifestation '; such ‘ mani¬ 
festation ' WOULD mean Cognition ; and this would be ever¬ 
lasting, AS its cause would be always there.—Just as, in 
the case of the Word, there can be no manifester, — so it can¬ 
not be in the present case also ; AND IN REALITY, IT IS AN ILLUSION 
APPEARING, THROUGH EXTRANEOUS CIRCUMSTANCES, IN REGARD TO 
THE COGNITION OF THE WoRD-SoUND. HeNCE THE CONCLUSION 
IS THAT LENGTH, SHORTNESS AND THE REST ARE NOT PROPERTIES 
OF THE ARTICULATION. ThKY COULD BE SO ONLY IF THE ARTICULA¬ 
TIONS WERE THE manifesters of the Word-Sound ; and this idea 
HAS BEEN rejected.— (2609-2611) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ They could be so ’—i.e. Length, etc. could be properties of Articulation. 

‘ This ’—^the idea that the Articulations are manifesters of the Word- 
Sound.—(2609-2611) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Teoct 2234, that—“ a word 
whose relationship to its denotation has not been apprehended can never be 
expressive, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2612-2613). 

It has been frequently explained before that words and things 
that are entirely different from one another are capable 

OF PROVIDING the SAME IDEAS. HeNCE IT IS NOT TRUE THAT 

THE Word becomes expressive only when its rela¬ 
tionship TO its denotation has been apprehended. 

Because, as already explained before, in 

REALITY, THE WORD, BY ITSELF, IS NOT EXPRES¬ 
SIVE AT ALL.— (2612-2613) 

COMMENTARY. 

The sense of this is briefly as follows:—If what you are urging is the 
contingency that there would be no real denotative relationship between the 
Word and its denotation,—then your argument is futile; because under the 
chapter on Word, the idea of the ‘ Universal or the ‘ Specific Individuality ’ 
of things, being denoted by words has been refuted at length. 

If what you are urging is in regard to the illusory denotative relationship, 
then your Reason is ‘ Inconclusive ’. Because, as a matter of fact, there are 
certain things which, though entirely different from one another, serve to 
bring about cognitions of the same form ; and these would bring about the 
illusory denotative relationship between the Word and its meaning;—^as we 
have already explained in course of the discussion on ‘ Apoha \ Consequently, 
as against the Buddhists, who are upholders of the doctrine of ApoM, all 
that has been iu*ged is entirely worthless and flickers only for a moment.— 
(2612-2613) 

The following texts explain the possibility of ‘ Denotation ’ on the basis 
of Illusion;— 


TEXTS (2614-2616) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ALL COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY WORDS ARE 
EXPRESSIVE OF WHAT IS UNREAL ; BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT THERE 
CAN BE NO DENOTATION OF THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ OR OF THE ‘ SPECIFIC 

Individuality ’ and such things ; but even though in reality, 

THERE IS DIVERSITY, PEOPLE, THROUGH ILLUSION, COME TO TREAT 
AND SPEAK OF THE WORD—‘ CoW ’ FOR INSTANCE,—AS OUC ONLY,— 
REGARDING ALL AS THE SAME.—ThIS MUCH OF WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

BY THE Great BrIhmana (Mimdmsaka) on the basis of the 
DIVERSITY OF WORDS IS ENTIRELY BASELESS.— (2614-(2616) 

COMMENTARY, 

That idea is called ‘ Samvrti ’ (Illusory) which, by its appearance, 
conceals—' samvrnoti ^—the real character of another—^through not mani- 
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festing the real character of the thing; and it is purely ‘ fanciful ’ ; hence 
the form of things that is presented by such an idea is called ‘ Samvrtaf 
‘ illusory,’ ‘ fanciful 

This is what is meant by ‘ existence ’ ; it is not real ; in reality, 

it does not exist; and all ‘ illusory cognition ’ is devoid of objective basis.— 
(2614-2616) 

The following might be urged—“ If the one-noss of the Word is not 
reaZ,—then how is it that words accomplish the purpose of affirming and 
denying things,—through mere (illusory) imposition ? ” 

The answer to this is as follow^s :— 


TEXTS (2617-2618). 

For instance, the shaking of the hand and such gestures are not 

REGARDED AS ONE AND THE SAME (AND YET THEY INDICATE AFFIRMA¬ 
TION AND DENIAL). ThE COGNITIONS OF THE WoRD-SoUND THAT 
ARE PRODUCED HAVE THE VARYING CHARACTERISTICS OF LENGTH, 
SHORTNESS, ETC.—[WHICH ALSO SHOWS THAT THE WORD IS NOT 
one ]\—THE IDEA THAT THE ONE WORD IS VARIOUSLY ‘ MANI- 
FE.STED ’ HAS BEEN DISCARDED. ThERE IS NO ‘ COMMONALTY ’ 
(COMMON CHARACTER) PERCEPTIBLE IN THE SEVERAL APPEARANCES 
OF THE WORD ; AND IT IS ONLY THROIKSH CONVENTION THAT THEY 
BECOME AIDS TO THE COGNITION OF DENIAL, AFFIRMATION AND THE 

REST.— (2617-2618) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such gestures ’—such as whikimj of the eyes, etc, 

‘ With such varying characteristics as length, etc, ’—this has to be construed 
with ‘ buddhihhedatah, ’ ‘ the cognitions, etc,\ 

Nor can these characteristics be due to variations in the ‘ manifester ’ ; as 
the very idea of such ‘ manif eat ation ’ has been discarded.—‘ Tadvyaktih * 
—manifestation of the eternal thing (Word-Sound). 

Nor can the Word serve as the basis of usage through a commoruilty ; 
as no such ‘ commonalty ’ is known ; and a ‘ commonalty ’ that is not 
known cannot form the basis of usage ; as in that case, the usage would go 
on for all time. 

‘ A ids to the cognition of denial, etc, etc, ' —The ‘ etc. ' includes affirmation, 
permission, request and so forth.—The ‘ gati ’ of these is their cognition, 
comprehension;—the ‘a/d’ to this is its cause, —It is the shaking of the 
hand, etc, that become such aids.—What is meant is that the same would be 
the ca.se with words also.—(2617-2618) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2262, that—“ For 
these reasons the relationship between the Word and its meaning is declared 
to be eternal ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2619). 

It has been already explained that words do not bring about 

THE COGNITION OF THINGS DIRECTLY,—BECAUSE THEBE IS NO 

INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE BETWEEN WORDS AND EXTERNAL 
THINGS ; ALL THAT THE WORDS DO IS TO INDICATE THE 
PRESENCE (in THE SPEAKER) OF THE dcsire tO 

apeak (of things).— (2619) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there is no real connection between the Word and the 
thing expressed by it,—which could be either eternal or non-eternal. Because 
it is not the external objects that words denote ; as there is no invariable 
concomitance between them ; as has been previously explained under the 
chapter on ‘ Word ’. And if words were to denote things without such 
concomitance, then there would be incongruities. 

Question : —“ If that is so, then what is it that the words express ” ? 

Answer :—‘ All that the words do, etc, etc. ’—this ‘ desire to speak ’ also, 
they point to, not as something denoted by them; they only serve as signs 
indicative of it. That is why they have been spoken of as ‘ indicating ’ the 
Desire to Speak. What happens is that when the Word is uttered, there 
appears a * conception ’ envisaging the object^ and not envisaging the Desire 
to Speak ; and what is not envisaged by the Word when heard,—how can that 
be regarded as ‘ denoted ’ by it ?—(2619) 

Question : —“ If that is so, then what is the connection between the words 
and the said Desire to Speak, —by virtue of which they could serve to indicate 
that Desire ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2620). 

Words are definitely known—^through Perception and Non- 
apprehension—^A s the effect of the Desire to Speak ; 

HENCE BETWEEN THEM THE RELATIONSHIP IS CLEARLY 
THAT OF Cause and Effect. — (2620) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, words are dehnitely known—^through Perception 
and Non-apprehension in oneself,—^to be the effect of the Desire to Speak ; 
hence the relation between them is that of Cause and Effect —(2620) 

Says the Opponent:—“ If that is so, then Convention becomes useless ; 
the said causal relation being determined by the said Perception and Non- 
apprehension 

The answer to that is as follows 
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TEXT (2621). 

It is only when the man has definitely recognised the said 
CAUSAL relationship THROUGH CONVENTION THAT HE COMPRE¬ 
HENDS, FROM Words, the Desire to Speak ; as in the case 
OF THE gestures OF THE HAND.— (2621) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea is as follows :—The causal relation that has been recognised is 
with mere ‘Desire to Speak’ in general; as for the said relation with a 
particular ‘ Desire to Speak as this would naturally be present in the ‘ sifb- 
jective chain ’ of another person (to whom the words are spoken), it could 
not be known except through Convention; hence it is for the due ascertain¬ 
ment of this that the Convention is made. 

Says the Opponent:—“ How can this be ascertained through Convention 
also ? If, at the time of the making of the Convention, the particular desire 
of the other person to speak were the means of bringing about the Cognition, 
then it might be that the Convention thereupon would, at the time of usage, 
serve to bring about the Cognition of the particular desire to speak. As it is, 
however, the said means is not there yet. Because the Convention cannot 
be made without pronouncing the Word ; so that if the particular ‘ desire to 
speak ’ were also comprehended from the same word, then there would be 
mutual interdependence. Because through Convention, the Word would 
indicate the particular Desire, and the Convention cannot be made without 
the Cognition of the particular and general desire to speak ; hence there would 
be clear mutual interdependence 

This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact, the whole 
verbal usage is admitted only on the basis of one’s own impressions ; because 
it is radically wrong, illusory,—like the ideas of the man with the blurred 
vision having the idea of ‘ two moons Where then does the point of tl e 
objection lie ? 

Nor indeed is the Word the only means of knowing the particular ‘ Desire 
to Speak ’, in all cases. Because there are other w^ays also in which the 
Convention can be made,—such as actually pointing to the thing, through 
Context, etc. by positing a special meaning and thereby indicating the 
particular ‘ Desire to Speak ’. 

Thus there would be no mutual interdependence. 

Then again, to you also, who uphold the affirmative view, the objection 
is equally applicable, that the Cognition of one man not bringing about the 
Cognition in another man, how can there be any certainty as to the speaker 
and the hearer having the Cognition of the same thing ?—^And without the 
common Cognition of such a thing ; there can be no Convention. 

The answer that you would make to this objection wrould be our answer 
also to your objection. 

The following might be iirged—“ As the Word does not enter into the 
‘ Desire to Speak ’, how can it have any connection with this desire ascertained 
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through Convention ? Any Convention that is made here cannot bo indica¬ 
tive of any other meaning ; if it did, there would be incongruities 

This does not affect our position. What is meant here by the term 
* Desire to Speak ’ is that which, even when in confusion as to being in the 
form of the object or in its own form, does not vary with it. Because in 
reality it is only this that has the nature of the ‘ Desire to Speak *. 

And it is this particular form of the ‘ Desire to Speak ’ that is meant 
here. Convention also is made in relation to this Desire, not in regard to 
the Specific Individuality of things; and hence that same particular Desire 
is what is indicated by the word. Thus alone is it possible for it to be con¬ 
ceived of in that form. Mere desire in general cannot be expressed by the 
word ; as has been explained above.—(2621) 

Question :—“ If, as just explained, the causal relation of the Word is 
only with such form of the Object as varies with the speaker’s ‘ desire to 
speak —then, how is it that in several places, great teachers have declared 
the relationship of the Word to consist in the Convention itself,—or to be 
based upon Convention ? ’* 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2622-2623). 

It is only when the Convention is there that there comes about 

THE CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP OP THE WORD WITH THE OBJECT VARYING 
WITH THE speaker’s INTENTIONS. It IS ON THIS ACCOUNT 
THAT IT HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE ‘ DUE TO CONVENTION ’ ; 

AND INASMUCH AS IT IS MANIFESTED BY CONVENTION, 

THE SAID RELATIONSHIP COMES TO BE SPOKEN OF 

AS * Convention ’ itself,—but not directly, 

(only FIGURATIVELY).— (2622-2623) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Samayika ’, ‘ conventional is that which comes about—is present— 
when the ‘ Samaya ’—Convention—is present in the mind of the hearer. 
The term is formed from the noun ‘ samaya ’ with the nominal affix ‘ Thafi\ 
Though this affix has been ordained as to be used in the sense of mere presence, 
yet, in reality, there being no difference between presence and coming into 
existence, in the present instance, it is the latter that is meant. 

The Convention itself is present in the subjective ‘ chain ’ of the Speaker ; 
and as the said relationship is manifested by that, .the relationship comes 
to be spoken of as ‘ Convention ’ itself; but only figuratively. And it is 
not always present every time that the Word is used, as it appears only at 
certain times.—(2622-2623) 

Says the Opponent—“ If, as has been said, there is no real relationship 
between the Object and the Word,—then how does the said causal relationship 
come about ? ” 

Ansioer :— 
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TEXT. (2624). 

The relation op Cause and Effect is not anything different 

FROM THE THINGS THAT ARE THE CaUSE AND THE EFFECT ; IT 
IS THESE THINGS THEMSELVES THAT ARE SPOKEN OF 
AS SUCH.— (2624) 

COMMENTARY. 

* T/ie Came and the Effect ’—the two things of which one is the 
Came and another the Effect. 

‘ Spoken of as such ’—as ‘ Causal relation etc.—for the sake of brevity. 
—(2624) 


Says the Opponent—“ If that is so, then as they vary with each individual 
person, how could both the speaker and hearer recognise the same Relation¬ 
ship ? For instance, the idea present in the speaker’s mind is that ‘ I am 
speaking of the same thing and by the same word that I knew at the time 
of the Convention ’ ;—and in the mind of the Hearer also, the idea is that 
‘ this man is speaking of the same thing by the same word ’. If it were not 
so, then the cause (word) and the effect (cognition of the thing) being in 
two different places, how could there be any Usage at all ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2625). 

Each of the two is apprehended by dull-witted men as one 

AND THE SAME ; THUS IT IS THAT IT IS HELD TO CONTINUE DURING 
all the TIME FROM THE CONVENTION TO THE USAGE.— 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Dull-witted men ’—i.e. people under illusion. 

‘ Call ’—apprehended. 

‘ Sariketa, etc. ’—i.e. the time taken—occupied—^by the Convention and 
the Usage;—i.e. by the repeated idea of Cause and Effect and of sameness 
(of the Word and Meaning).—(2626) 


Question :—“ Why is not the Relationship regarded to be really one only, 
—and why should it be regarded as illusory (assumed) ” ? 

Ansu/er :— 
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TEXT (2626). 

It is not possible for the Relationship to be real and one. Because 

THE THINGS DENOTED BEING DISTINCT AND DIVERSE, THEBE 
WOULD BE NO RELATIONSHIP AT ALL.— (2626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The one Relationship, when there, could subsist either in different, 
or non-different, things.—It cannot subsist in different things ; because each 
thing rests within itself in its own distinct form ; and there can be no inter¬ 
mixture.—If it were in non-different things, then, as the entity would be 
one only, wherewith would there be any Relationship ? So that there would 
be no Relationship at all.—(2626) 

The Mimamsaka has raised the objection against the view that the 
Relationship consists of the Convention, under Text 2254,—to the effect that 
—“ Is this Convention made for each mortal being or for each utterance of 
the Word ? and so forth 

It is pointed out in the following texts that this argument is entirely 
* futile ’ :~ 

TEXTS (2627-2629). 

As REGARDS THE ASSERTION THAT—THE CONVENTION BEING MADE 
FOR EACH MORTAL BEING, OR FOR EACH UTTERANCE, ETC. ETC. ”— 
HAS BEEN MADE WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF THE VIEW OP THE OTHER 
PARTY, As A MATTER OF FACT, THE CONVENTION AS CONSTITUTING 
THE Relationship does not belong to the two factors (Word 
AND ITS meaning),—IT BELONGS TO THE MAN ; THE ONLY RBLA- 
TIONSHIP between THE TWO IS THAT ONE SERVES TO MANIFEST 
(INDICATE) THE OTHER ; AND THIS RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS NOT DIRECT. 
—Nor DO THE OTHER PARTY HOLD THE CONVENTION TO PERTAIN 
TO EACH UTTERANCE ;—NOR (ACCORDING TO THEM) IS THE CONVEN¬ 
TION MADE BY God, OR ANY OTHER BEING, AT THE BEGINNING OF 
CREATION ; AS THE IDEA OF SUCH BEINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY 
REJECTED.— (2627-2629) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the author means is that the contingency that has been urged by 
the Mimdmsaka does not affect the Buddhist position. Because the Buddhist 
does not hold that the relationship between the Word and Meaning is 
direct; according to him, it belongs to the Man; so that if the said view 
is found to be defective, that does no harm to the Buddhist. What belongs 
to one thing cannot form the Relationship of another thing ; if it did, there 
wotild be incongruities. 

It has been asked—“ Is the Convention made for each utterance ? Or 
at the time of creation ? ”—where two alternative views have been shown. 
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The answer to that is that this does not affect our position, as we do not 
accept either of these views. This is what is said in the words ‘ Nor do the other 
party, etc, etc, ’—‘ Enam ’ stands for the Convention.—‘ Pare ’—^Buddhists. 
—‘ God or any other beings ’—i.e. God, Brahma and so forth.—(2627-2629) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2255,—“ Would the 
Relationship vary with each being or would it be one only for all, etc. etc. ? ** 
The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2630). 

The Relationship with each being must be different, because of 
‘Perpetual Flux’; as for the idea of ‘similarity’,^ 
that is not incompatible with difference .— (2630) 

COMMENTARY. 

The second view is the one that is favoured. It would not involve the 
contingency of their being cognised as different; because, even when there is 
difference, there can be nothing incongruous in their being regarded as 
similar. Hence when the Mimdmsaka said (in Text 2255) that ‘ there should 
he some idea of difference ’ he said what was ‘ inconclusive ’.—(2630) 

The following might be urged—“ The Perpettuzl Flux is not admitted 
Vjy us; why then should you say that it must be different on account of 
Perpetual Flux ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2631). 

The Cognitions of things clearly appear in succession ; hence 

THEY DECLARE THAT (RELATIONSHIP) ALSO TO BE SUCCeSsivC \ 
OTHERWISE THERE WOULD BE NO SUCCESSION. 

—(2631) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasydpi ’—stands for the Relationships. 

‘ Ahuh ’—they (Buddhists) explain it as such. 

‘ Otherwise, etc. etc. ’—^i.e. there would be no succession in the Cognitions 
also.—(2631) 

It has been argued by the Mhndmsaka, under Text 2256, that—“ As 
there would be difference between the ideas of the Speaker and the Hearer, 
the use of the Word would become vitiated, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

30 
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TEXTS (2632-2636). 

As THE UNDERSTANDING IS OOSIB TO BY MANY PERSONS AT ONE AND THE 
SAME TIME, THE CONVENTION IS NOT HELD TO BE DIFEERENT (WITH 
BACH INDIVIDUAL) ; JUST AS IN THE CASE OP THE ONE Blm-point. 
It is NOT THAT ONE CONNECTION OR BELATIONSHIF IS PRESENT 
IN THE MIND OP THE SPEAKER, AND AN ENTIRELY DIPPERENT ONE IN 
THAT OP THE HeARER ; BECAUSE IT IS OP ONE AND THE SAME POBM 
AND IS PRESENT, AS SUCH, IN THE MINDS OP BOTH. WhBN THE 

Speaker proceeds to lay down a connection fob the benefit 
OF the Hearer, he lays down only that connection which 
has been known to himself PROM before. Thus, inasmuch 
pxs ITS Recognition always appears in the same form,—even 
WHEN THE Word, etc. are different, he comes to cognise the 
oneness (of the Connection).— (2632-2636) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as the Blue-point, even when seen by several people, does not 
become diverse,—similarly, even when the Convention regarding the connec¬ 
tion is made by several people, the connected (Word) will not become diverse ; 
what to say of the case where only two persons are concerned ? That is to 
say, all the persons have the same notion regarding it. Consequently, tho 
connection for the Hearer would not bo different from that of the Speaker.— 
(2632-2636) 

It has been argued by the Mimamaaka, under Text 2258, that—“If it 
be argued that the same arguments apply to the Jar, etc. also, then the 
answer is that it is not so, because what is recognised in the case of these 
is the Universal, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2636-2639). 

As REGARDS THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS ALSO, THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS 
BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED.—^ThE ‘ CONFIGURATION ’ (‘ UNIVERSAL ’) 
IS NOT HELD TO BE A QUALITY OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES.—^NOR IS 
THE CAPACITY OF THE JaR, TO CONTAIN WATER FOB INSTANCE, 
KNOWN PROM ITS ‘ UNIVERSAL ’.—Ip THE JaR, ETC. ABE NON- 
DIPFEBBNT PROM THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’, THEN, LIKE IT, THEY ALSO 
SHOULD BE ETERNAL. IP THEN, THEY ABB DIFFERENT FROM THE 

‘Universal’, then it becomes open to objections relating 
TO the relation between the two.—^If the Relationship 
WERE something PRODUCED, THEN THE UNIVERSAL WOULD BE NON- 
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ETERNAL.—HeNCE THE CAPACITY (OF THE Jar) TO CONTAIN THE 

WATER CANNOT BE DUE TO THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’.—EvEN IF THE JaR 

ETC. WERE DIFFERENT,—^THBRB WOULD SURELY BE ALL THESE 

OBJECTIONS REGARDING THE ‘ CAPACITY ’ ; AND THE EFFECTS OF 

THIS ‘ CAPACITY *, IN THE SHAPE OP THE containirig of water, etc. 

WOULD THUS HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS ETERNAL.— (2636-2639) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already discarded ’—in course of the examination of the ‘ Universal *. 

The refutation of the ‘ Universal ’ is briefly set forth here also : ‘ The 
Universal is not, etc. etc. ’—^You, Mlmdmsaka, do not hold the ‘ universal * 
to be a quality of the material substances,—earth, water, etc.—like their 
dark colour, etc.,—as something distinct from those substances.—Though 
it is held to be visible, it is never seen. 

Nor can it be right to regard it as non-different from these; as in that 
case the particular material thing also—^like the Jar—^would have to be 
regarded as eternal, just like its Universal. 

Even when it is regarded as different from those things,—^it becomes 
open to the objection that there can bo no relationship between them. 
Between two different things, the only relation possible is the causal one— 
that the one should be produced by the other; so that if the Universal were 
regarded as proditced by the Individual things,—then the Universal would 
become non-eternal, on account of its liability to being produced, like the 
Jar. 

In some places, the reading is ‘ nityatd \ ‘ eternality ’, for ‘ anityatd \ 
‘ non-eternality ’ ; the meaning in that case is as follows :—If it is held that 
the Jar, etc. are produced from the Universal, then the Jar, etc. would have to 
regarded as eternal; that is, this cause being always there, the Jar, etc. would 
be there at all times. 

If the Universal (or the Jar) be regarded as being of the nature of both, 
then it becomes open to the objections that relate to both ;—and it also 
leads to its being deprived of its one-ness ; because one and the same thing 
cannot be of the nature of two things. So that the two would be two 
distinct entities,—and not one, of the nature of both. If the thing be held to 
be neither the one nor the other, then it ceases to bo an entity. It has also to 
be pointed out that one and the same thing cannot be both positive and 
negative. 

^ All these objections^ —in the shape of (1) absence of relationship, (2) 
the contingency of being eternal and so forth.—There is the additional objec¬ 
tion that the work of containing water, etc. also would have to be regarded 
as eternal.—(2636-2639) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2262, that—“ the 
Connection is only a kind of Potency, etc. etc,”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2640-2641). 

If it is held that—“ the Connection (or Relationship) is only a 
KIND OF Potency, and there can be no diversity in Potency 
—^then the Potency of the Word and its meaning would 

BE ONE AND THE SAME, AS THEBE WOULD BE NO DISTINC- 

TioN.—E ven if there were some distinction, there 
COULD BE NO CONNECTION BETWEEN THE POTENCY 
AND THOSE TWO.—If IT WERE SOMETHING 
PRODUCED, THEN IT COULD NOT BE ETER¬ 
NAL ; AND THERE IS NO OTHER 
POSSIBILITY FOR ANYTHING.— 

(2640-2641) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is no other^ etc. etc. *—^Thero being objections—^as explained 
before—to the Potency being or not being of the nature of both.—(2640- 
2641) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2264, that—“ At 
the time that the Connection is asserted, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2642-2648). 

At the TIME OF THE ASSERTION OF THE CONNECTION, WHEN THE WORD 
‘ COW ’ IS UTTERED, SOME PEOPLE, WHO ABE COGNISANT OF THE CON¬ 
NECTION, COMPREHEND ITS MEANING,—WHILE OTHERS DO NOT ;—AND 
THE REASON FOR THIS LIES IN THE PRESENCE OF THE CONNECTION IN 
THE FORM AND MANNER IN WHICH IT HAS BEEN MADE KNOWN.— 

Under your view of the ‘ Connection however, all men 

SHOULD COMPREHEND THE MEANING ; BECAUSE ACCORDING TO YOU, 

THE Connection consists of Potency only, and Potency is 
eternal ; so that it should be able to bring ABOUT THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF the MEANING AT ALL TIMES ; OR, OTHERWISE, IT SHOULD 
NOT BE FREE FROM LIMITATIONS.—If BEING ETERNAL, IT WERE 
FREE FROM LIMITATIONS,— WHY SHOULD NOT ALL MEN COMPREHEND 
THE MEANING OF THE WORD ?—If, ON THE OTHER HAND, IT HAS 
LIMITATIONS,—WHAT WOULD BE THE REASON FOR SUCH LIMITATION, 
WHEN IT IS IN THE NATURE OF THE POTENCY ITSELF ? A MAN WHO 
HAS NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONVENTION (BEARING ON THE WORD), 
OR WHEN HE HAS FORGOTTEN IT,—DOES THE COGNITION OF THE 
MEANING APPEAR IN THE SAME ONE MAN ? BECAUSE THE POTENCY 
RESTRICTED TO THE PRODUCTION OF THAT COGNITION IS THERE 
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ALL THE TIME.—THE IDEA IS THAT THE ETERNAL POTENCY IS EFFEC¬ 
TIVE ONLY WHEN IT IS ITSELF KNOWN,—SO THAT, IF THE huown 

Potency be different from the unknown one,—then it loses its 

ETERNALITY ;—WHILE IF IT IS THE SAME, WHY IS THIS DISTINCTION 

SET FORTH ?— (2642-2648) 

COMMENTARY. 

The proper idea would be that some people comprehend the meaning of 
words through that relationship of cause and effect which might be there; 
because the fact always remains that such relationship is the means of such 
comprehension. 

But as regards the Relationship that you posit, everything is wrong. 
This is what is pointed out by the words—‘ Under your view of the Connection 
however, etc. etc. * That is (in the case of words) the Connection is hold to be 
a form of Potency, —and l^otency is described as productive capacity ; —and 
this capacity is held to be eternal and uniform ;—and always restricted to 
the bringing about of the cognition of the meaning. 

Now the question that arises is—Being thus restricted to the bringing 
about of the Cognition of the meaning,—^is this Potency held to be without 
limiMiona, —^not limited to a few persons only—or is it otherwise ? These 
are the only possible alternatives. 

Under the first alternative (that it is without limitations), all men would 
have the Cognition of the meaning at one and the same time.—^Under the 
second alternative also, the cause that serves to restrict the said productiveness 
of the Potency to certain persons has got to be pointed out; because in the 
case of all evanescent effects, there are always certain causal factors that go 
to regulate and restrict their productivity; not so in the case of eternal 
things. 

The following might be urged—“ In the case of eternal things also, 
their very nature is such that they bring about only certain effects, not all. 
And certainly no one can object to the nature of things 

In that case, if such is its natiue by itself, independently of other things, 
then, prior to the knowledge of the (convention, or on forgetting the Conven¬ 
tion,—under such conditions also, the man who has comprehended that 
restricted meaning would continue to do so for all time ; because the capacity 
of the Potency to produce that particular cognition would remain there 
permanently. 

The following might be luged:—“ As the Potency brings about the 
Cognition, the Potency in the shape of the Relationship can bring about 
Cognition only after it has itself been recognised,—not while it itself 
remains uncognisod ; hence the incongruity pointed out does not arise ”. 

This is not right. If it is held that the Potency as known differs from 
the Potency as unknown, —then it loses its eternality.—If there is no dif¬ 
ference between them, there is no justification for making any such distinction 
as the ‘ Potency known ’ and ‘ Potency unknown Because for the same 
person, one and the same thing cannot have the two mutually contradictory 
characters of being known and unknown. —(2642-2648) 
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Then again^ the Potency would be known only when the means of know¬ 
ing it would be there; as a matter of fact, however, this means is not there. 
—^With this idea, the Author puts the following question :— 


TEXT (2649). 

Further, by what means does the Potency become known ?— (2649) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Texts, the Author sets forth in detail the answer from 
the view-point of the other party (the Mlmdmsaka ):— 


TEXTS (2649-2651). 

It is by means of Presumption ;—the process being as follows :— 
the man perceives the Word-Sound, the experienced man 
(pronouncing the word) and the thing spoken of—through 
Sense-perception ; —the fact of the hearer having comprehended 
the meaning is cognised through Inference from his activity ; 
AND the dual Potency is cognised through the fact of the 
phenomenon not being capable of any other explanation ;— 
THUS IT is by Presumption that they recognise the Relation¬ 
ship VOUCHED FOR BY THE THREE MeANS OF COGNITION — [SUoka- 
vartika — Sambandhdk^ipaparihdra, 140-141]. — (2649-2651) 

COMMENTARY. 

The process of the comprehension of the Relationship has been thus 
described by Kumdrila: —(1) First of all, tlorough Sense-perception, one 
cognises the Word (pronounced), the experienced man who pronounces the 
word, and the thing spoken of*, —^after that, through Inference, through the 
Inferential Indicative in the shape of the activity (of the man), it is known 
that the Hearer has understood the meaning of the Word;—the ‘acti¬ 
vity ’ is spoken of as ‘ Inference ’, in the sense of what is instrumental 
in bringing about the Inferential Cognition;—then, through Presumption, 
he cognises the Potency as ‘ dual ’,—i.e. as subsisting in the Word and the 
meaning.—As the Potency itself is directly cognised through Presumption, it 
is said that ‘ they recognise it through Presumption ’.—‘ Vou>ched for by the 
three means of Cognition —i.e. in the Cognition of which, all the three means 
of Cognition function—in the shape of Perception, Inference and Presumption. 
-(2649-2651) 


The following Text sets forth the objection to the above view :— 
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TEXT (2662). 

The Potency cannot be cognised in the manner suggested ; because 
THE phenomenon IS QUITE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE ; FOR INSTANCE, 
THERE IS NO DIFFICULTY IN THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING 
OF THE WORD FROM THE WORD ITSELF AS AIDED BY 

Convention.— (2652) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows the inconclusive charatcter of the Presumption (cited by the 
Mlmdmaaka) ;—^t.he sense is that even without the eternal Relationship, 
the phenomenon of comprehension of the meaning of words can be explained, 
as shown.—(2662) 

The assumption of the Potency is not right,—not only because there is 
nothing to prove its existence, but also because the very notion of it is 
annulled by proofs.—^This is what is shown in the following :— 


TEXTS (2653-2655) 

Under the view that the Potency is eternal, there can be no 
NEED FOR anything IN THE SHAPE OP CONVENTION AND THE REST ; 

AND THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD WOULD 
BE THERE AT ALL TIMES,—^If A WORD HAD THE POTENCY OF 

EXPRESSING OTHER MEANINGS ALSO,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
WORDS ‘ Kali ’ AND ‘ Mdrya ’—^it could not bring about 
THE Cognition of those other meanings ; as the 
Potency of the Word is restricted.— Is the Potency 
held to be indicative of the SEVERAL MEANINGS, 

ONE OR DIVERSE ? Tf IT IS 07 ie, THEN AT ONE AND 
THE SAME TIME, THERE SHOULD BE COMPREHENSION 
OF THE SEVERAL MEANINGS OF THE ONE WORD 
ALL AT ONCE.— (2653-2655) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows ;—^Words that are expressive 
of things through the aid of Convention cannot have any eternal relation¬ 
ships,—e.g. such words as ‘ gam ’ and the like;—all Vedic as well as secular 
words like ‘ go ’ (Cow) are expressive of meanings through the help of 
Convention ;—Whence there is apprehension of what is concomitant with the 
contrary;—‘ dependence ’ being included under ‘ presence of non-etemal 
relationship which is ‘ contrary ’ to the ‘ presence of eternal relationship ’. 

That this is so is going to be proved later on. On the present occasion 
only the Invariable Concomitance is pointed out. It is through Relationship 
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in the form of Potency, —^which is what brings about the comprehension of the 
meaning,—that Words are held to have a permanent relationship;—^thus 
Potency, being eternal, cannot be helped by anything else;—hence it 
cannot need any such aids as the Convention and the like. Under the 
circumstances, the comprehension of the meaning of the word should be there 
at all times. 

Further, such a Potency could either be restricted to one meaning or 
restricted to several meanings ?—^If it is restricted to several meanings, is 
the potency of one Word to bring about the cognition of the several meanings, 
one or several ?—These are the only alternatives possible. 

Under the first alternative, there could be no comprehension of meanings 
as is found in such cases as—^when a different Convention has been set 
up in reference to diverse times and places, the Word actually expresses 
another moaning; as for instance, in the case of the words ‘ Kali ’ and 
‘ Mdrya ’ as used among the Dravidas and the Aryas, which respectively 
denote (among one people) ‘ the last point of time ’ (death ?) and the ‘ Peril 
of too much Rain* (?);—no comprehension would be possible as the 
Potency will have been restricted to one meaning only; as in the 
case of the Eye and other organs of perception; the Eye certainly is not 
capable of being made by Convention to bring about the apprehension of 
Taste, etc. 

Under the second alternative also, there would bo the possibility of all 
men comprehending the meaning of the Word at one and the same time,— 
This is what is pointed out by the words—‘ Of the one word, etc, etc.\ —(2653- 
2655) 

Another objection is pointed out against the same view :— 


TEXTS (2656-2657). 

As THE Potency indicative op the meaning remains there at all 
TIMES, the comprehension OP THE MEANING BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
IT WOULD ALSO BE THERE AT ALL TIMES AND FOR ALL MEN.— 

If, FOR THAT, IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE POTENCY IS DEPEN¬ 
DENT UPON Convention, then it would be depen¬ 
dent UPON A helper ; and being helped, it could 
not be permanent, eternal.— (2656-2657) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For that ’—i.e. for the comprehension of the meaning. 

‘ Sd *—the Potency. 

‘ Achald ’—Eternal.—This is the reason why the Potency cannot be 
‘ helped ’.-(2656-2657) 

Even granting the dependence of the Potency upon Convention;—the 
Author points out another objection :— 
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TEXT (2658). 

Inasmuch as the Convention that serves to indicate the meaning 
IS dependent upon Man,—there would be possibility op 

‘ FALSITY ’ (mistake) IN THE POTENCY, EVEN THOUGH 
BORN OTHERWISE.— (2658) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the view that you may have a clear and correct conc?eption of the 
meanings of words, you have discarded the agency of man (in the matter of 
the Potency of words), regarding him as the source of confusion and mistake. 
—But when words used by certain fDersons become confounded regarding 
their exact signification,—then the Vedic scholars would have an equal 
Cognition of all those significations, and would they not themselves make a 
confusion among them ? Specially as those people woiild not be cognisant 
of the truth. Thus then the Convention would be dependent upon the 
whims of men; and who could restrain this whim whence it has begun to 
operate, in the case of men ignorant of the truth ?—Thus the Convention 
born of the unrestrained whim would itself be unrestrained and hostile : 
and being so, why should it avoid the wrong signification ?—(2658) 

Taking for granted (for the sake of argument) that the Word has the 
Potency of expressing several meanings,—the Author proceeds to point out 
another objection :— 

TEXTS (2659-2660). 

A SINGLE WORD MAY HAVE THE POTENCY TO EXPRESS SEVERAL MEANINGS. 

Even so, such things as the ‘ Agnihotra ’ and the like, cannot 

ALL BE OF USE TO ALL MEN ; BECAUSE IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THEY 
MAY EXPRESS THINGS CONTRARY TO WHAT IS DESIRED BY A 
CERTAIN PERSON. HeNCE YOUR ASSUMPTION OF AN 
ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WoRD 
AND ITS MEANING IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.— 

(2659-2660) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though words may have the capacity of expressing several mean¬ 
ings,—the things denoted by them are not capable of all effective actions ; 
as the causal efficiency of all things is restricted. If it were not so, then 
there would be nothing destructive or non’destructive, —^Thus then, when 
one wishes to speak of something capable of accomplishing a particular 
fruitful act,—and proceeds to set about the Convention in connection with 
a Word which by its nature is capable of expressing things,—ho should 
set up only that Convention which would be conducive to the expression 
of only that particular thing which he desires to speak of;—^but how could 
this be secured ? Thus, there being a possibility of mistake, there is no 
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point in assuming an eternal relationship between Words and Meanings.— 
(2659-2660) 

The author again proceeds to point out the futility of the assumption— 

TEXTS (2661-2662). 

When there is need for the Convention, why are you seeking to 

BOLSTER UP, without REASON, THE ‘ RELATIONSHIP ’ IN THE SHAPE 

OF THE ETERNAL POTENCY ?—In THE MATTER OF EXPRESSING 
THE MEANING, THERE IS NOT POUND, APART FROM CON¬ 
VENTION, ANY OPERATION OF SUCH A FULL-FLEDGED 
ENTITY AS THE ‘ RELATIONSHIP — (2661-2662) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Relationship, by its mere presence, were the cause of the cognition 
of the meaning, then, there would be such cognition even in a man who is 
ignorant of the Convention. Hence the need of Convention must be admitted. 
That being so, it being admitted that Convention is a means of comprehending 
the meaning,—^why is any such thing bolstered up as a full-fledged entity in 
the shape of the eternal Relationsliip,—^without any reason ? Because 
the function of the Relationship would lie in the bringing about of the com¬ 
prehension of the meaning; and if this is brought about by Convention, 
what is the use of assuming an eternal Relationship ?—It has also been 
explained hundreds of times that being eternal, it cannot have any peculiar 
feature imposed upon it; and hence it cannot need the help of anything 
else* 

If causal efficiency is attributed to a thing which has never been found 
to be efficient,—^then why cannot it l^e assumed that on obtaining the 
HarUakl, the Celestial Beings would have their bowels moved ?—(2661- 
2662) 

In the following text, the author points out again the impossibility of 
the functioning of the Relationship in question :— 

TEXT (2663). 

Any FUNCTIONING (of THE RELATIONSHIP) HAS NEVER BEEN PERCEIVED, 
IN THE ABSENCE OF CONVENTION.—If IT BE ASSERTED THAT THE 
ReL\TIONSHIP PROCEEDS FROM THE CONVENTION,—THEN 
DISASTROUS INDEED WOULD SUCH A REGRESS 

BE.— (2663) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasmdt ’—stands for the Convention. 

‘ Disastrous, etc, etc, ’;—as there would be an infinite regress involved in 
the assumption of something as the ‘ cause whose capacity has never been 
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perceived. For instance, having assumed the Relationship, wherefore 
could you not go on assuming other causes with unknown potencies ? ‘ Unseen 
Potency ’ would be common to both cases. And so on and on, there would 
be a disastrous regress.—(2663) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) of the 
Reasoning annulling the opponent’s conclusion, the Author sums up the 
argument that mere ‘ Presumption * is ‘ inconclusive ’,—a fact which has 
been explained before already :— 


TEXT (2664). 

All usage becomes explicable on the basis of mere Convention 

PROCEEDING FROM THE WHIMS OF MEN ; HENCE THERE IS NO 
REASON FOR POSTULATING THE RELATIONSHIP.— (2664) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Relationship ’—i.e. as an eternal factor.—(2664) 

All this being established, the Author next proceeds to point out the . 
self-contradiction involved in the argument of the Mlmdmsaka, set forth 
under Text 2273, to the effect that—“ For all persons ignorant of the Connec¬ 
tion, the Connection becomes known through long-continued tradition, etc. 
etc. 

TEXTS (2665-2666). 

It IS MERELY SUSPECTED THAT THERE CAN BE NO OTHER EXPLANATION 
FOR USAGE ; BUT THAT DOES NOT BRING ABOUT THE PROPER COGNI¬ 
TION OF THE Connection (or Relationship) which is beyond 

THE SENSES.—As ALL MEN WOULD BE IGNORANT, THERE 
COULD BE NO ‘ LONG-CONTINUED TRADITION ’ WHICH 
COULD ESTABLISH THE CONNECTION IN QUESTION. 

How THEN CAN SUCH AN ASSUMPTION BE MADE ? 

-(2665-2666) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all men are ignorant,—then every preceding generation would also 
be ignorant; under the circumstances, how could the Connection be established 
by that tradition ? No ‘ tradition ’ of Blind people ever tends to bring 
about the right cognition of Colour ; as says Shahara in his Bhd^a —‘ In 
matters like these mere human assertion cannot bring about right cognition, 
just as the word of the blind cannot bring about the right cognition of 
Colour 

The following might be urged—“ All men are called ‘ ignorant ’, in 
the sense that they cannot perceive things beyond the senses, and not that 
they do not know an 3 d)hing at all. And it is on the strength of the fact that 
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Verbal usage is otherwise inexplicable that it is believed with certainty that 
there have been generations of experienced men who have been duly cogni¬ 
sant (of the Connection in question) 

This is not right; because Verbal usage could proceed also on another 
basis—that of Convention, It has not been quite definitely ascertained, 
but it is doubtful whether this is eternal or non-eternal.—This is the reason 
why the Text has used the expression—‘ it is sttspected \ —What is meant is 
that on the basis of the said ‘ Presumption all that is sought to bo proved 
is the mere existence of the Relationship; it indicates nothing about the 
peculiar feature of it;—that is, because there is no concomitance with such 
a feature. On this point, there is no difference between Presumption and 
Inference. 

The following might be urged—“ As a matter of fact, no non-eternal 
thing has over been found to bring about the cognition of the meanings of 
words; nor can this be possible, as has been explained before; and it is 
this incapacity of the non-eternal that proves the Relationship (which brings 
about the said Cognition) to be eternal. 

This same argument, however, can be urged against the eternal thing 
also. The Reason adduced is also ‘ inadmissible ’; for instance, it can be 
said, with equal justification, that the eternal Relationship also has never 
been found to bring about the cognition of the meaning; and further, such 
things as gestures by the hand, etc., even though non-eternal, are actually 
found to bo expressive of meanings ; hence the Opponent’s Reason is ‘ inad¬ 
missible ’. Hence it cannot be admitted that “it is not possible for the 
non-eternal thing to bring about the cognition of the meaning On the 

other hand, it is in the case of the eternal thing that the said expression 
cannot be right; because of the incongruity involved in the affective activity 
of the eternal thing being consecutive or concurrent.—What has been said 
therefore, deserves no consideration.—(2665-2666) 

Having thus summed up the ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ of Presumption, the 
Author now sums up the argument to the contrary, annulling that 
Presumption :— 

TEXT (2667). 

Fob these reasons, all such words as ‘ Cow ‘ Horse ’ and so 

FORTH CANNOT HAVE ANY ETERNAL RELATIONSHIPS,—BECAUSE 
THEY ARE DEPENDENT UPON CONVENTION,—^LIKB SUCH 
WORDS AS ‘ gmil ’ and the like.— (2667) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore. 

‘ Nityasarnbandhayoginah ’—to be construed with ‘ no 

The formulation of this argument has been presented before.—(2667) 

Says the Opponent:—“ Such words as ‘ gdvi ’ and the like are incorrect 
(grammatically); and as such these are not truly expressive ; hence your 
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Corroborative Instance is inadmissible. This has been thus asserted by 
Kumdrila (in Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 276)—‘ For us, the word 
Oo is eternal, and people have the idea of the animal Cow from such vulgar 
deformations of it as 0dm and the like only when they resemble the original 
correct word Oo ; and the use of the incorrect form is due to incapacity ’—The 
meaning of this is as follows :—The correct word Oo being truly expressive, 
when people say that the idea of the Cow is derived also from the use of the 
incorrect (corrupt) words as Odvi and the like, the said idea is not provided, 
by these incorrect words.—Then how does it arise ?—It arises from its being 
like the original correct word Oo ;—^this (use of the corrupt word) is 
due to the incapacity of the man to pronounce the correct form ‘ go ’;— 
from this arises the peculiar action of the Palate and other Speech-centres, 
from which follows the utterance of the corrupt word gdvi, BJmrtrhari also has 
declared as follows :—‘ The child, on being taught, says am&a, amba (Mother, 
Mother) in the indistinct form, and yet people knowing the correct word 
have the definite cognition from it; in the same manner, when the correct 
word should be used, if one uses the incorrect form, from that there is inferred 
a certain meaning through the intervention of the correct w’ord ’ 

This idea is set forth in the following :— 

TEXT (2668). 

The capable (expressive) word ‘ go ’ being there, if the idea of 

THE Cow arises FROM THE USE OF THE CORRUPT FORM ‘ GiVl — 

IT IS DUE TO ITS RESEMBLING THE ORIGINAL (CORRECT) WORD ; 

—SUCH USE BEING DUE TO THE INCAPACITY (OF THE 
SPEAKER).’’— (2668) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above argument is answered in the following ;— 

TEXTS (2669-2670). 

This cannot be right. How can any such cognition of the right 

MEANING APPEAR ON ACCOUNT OF THE RESEMBLANCE TO THE ORIGINAL 
CORRECT Word, among fishermen, etc., who are ignorant 
OF THE Sanskrit language ?—For these reasons it 
CANNOT be admitted THAT THERE IS AN ETERNAL 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WoRDS AND MEANINGS. 

It CAN ONLY BE BASED UPON CONVENTION ; 

AS THAT IS POSSIBLE IN ALL CASES.— 

(2669-2670) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shanaka ’ is the Fisherman.—‘ EtcJ* includes the Mlechchhas and other 
people. In the case of these men what really happens is that it is only when 
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things are spoken of by correct Sanskrit words that they become confounded; 
hence in such cases, the cognition of the meaning cannot be due to resemblance 
to the original correct word.—(2669-2670) 

It has been argued by the Mlrndmaaka, under Text 2277, that—“ Dissolu¬ 
tion may be there in the form of the destruction of particular countries or the 
destruction of particular families, etc. etc.**. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2671-2673). 

If there be Dissolution in the form of the destruction of 

PARTICULAR COUNTRIES OR THE DESTRUCTION OF PARTICULAR 
FAMILIES,—OR IN THE FORM OF THAT UNDENIABLE DESTRUCTION 
POSTULATED BY THE BUDDHIST,—WHICH IS SUSPECTED OF AFFECT¬ 
ING BrAHMI, BTC. ALSO,—SUCH DESTRUCTION WOULD BE POSSIBLE 

FOR THE Veda also. Hence any subsequent ideas that might 
APPEAR (as based UPON THE VeDA) WOULD BE ONE WHOSE BASIS 
HAS BEEN DESTROYED, AND IT MIGHT BE ASSUMED THAT THEY MAY 
ALL BE FALSE AND WRONG, ARISING FROM DELUSION, STUPEFACTION, 
AND SUCH OTHER SOURCES ; AND HENCE THE Veda NOW AVAILABLE 
WOULD BE ONLY A MERE SEMBLANCE OF THE ORIGINAL.—AlL THESE 
NOTIONS MIGHT GO ON ARISING UNTIL REASONS ARE NOT AVAIL¬ 
ABLE TO THE CONTRARY.— (2671-2673) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view held is as follows :—^We also do not speak of a dissolution 
consisting in the disappearance of all words ; nor do we admit of a beginning¬ 
less Personality who creates and destroys the world. What we hold is that 
the entire universe is beginningless;—^Verbal usage also (according to us) 
goes on, based upon Conceptions arising from beginningless Impressions.— 
But as regards the ‘ Dissolution * that you have described, as consisting in 
the ‘destruction of particular countries* or the ‘destruction of particular 
families —as also the Buddhist’s idea of Dissolution consisting in the with¬ 
drawal of the energy of Fire, Water and Air,—extending (a) horizontally 
over the ‘ Trisdhaara-mahasdhaara ’, (6) downwards to the very limits of the 
atmospheric Air, and (c) upwards, gradually, to the First, Second and Third 
stages of ‘ Dhydna *,—^which cannot be negatived by any proofs, and is there¬ 
fore ‘ undeniable ’,—^which it is suspected, affects Brahma and other Beings 
also ;—^under both these forms of Dissolution (one posited by the Opponent 
and the other by the Buddhist), the destruction of the Veda would be quite 
possible ; and it would also be justifiable to assume that what is asserted there 
is all wrong; so that what is now known as the ‘ Veda ’ is something quite 
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different from the original, of which it is a mere ‘ Semblance a mere husk, 
masquerading as the real Veda.—Such a suspicion is quite possible, and 
cannot bo easily shaken off, until there are proofs to the contrary.—(2671— 
2673) 


The following might be urged—“ There is a proof annulling your con¬ 
clusion. For instance, throughout the country men cannot alter the text 
of the Veda; from this we conclude that it has been so in the past and is 
going to be so in the future ”. 

In anticipation of this, the author provides the following answer :— 


TP:XTS (2674-2675). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IF THERE WERE A DESIRE TO ALTER THE TEXT 

OF THE Veda, the Words could not remain the same,— so also 

IF THERE WERE NO SUCH DESIRE IN THE MINDS OF MEN,—THEN 
AND NOT OTHERWISE, COULD THERE BE AN IMPOSSIBILITY OF 
REGARDING THE VeDA AND ITS MEANING BEING OTHER 
THAN THE ONE USUALLY ACCEPTED.—EvEN IF 
THIS DESIRE IS NOT THERE, THE SUSPICION 
DOES NOT ALTOGETHER DISAPPEAR.— 

(2674-2675) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were a fact that even when one has the desire to alter the text of 
the Veda, there is no change in the words of the Veda,—or if the desire itself 
to change the text were impossible to be produced,—^thon alone could it be 
taken as proved that man has no capacity to alter the Vedic text; but that 
conclusion also could not apply to all men; as the mere non-perception (of 
such change) does not prove anything; and also because there is difference 
in the capacities of men.—As a matter of fact, however, it is quite possible 
for man to alter the text of the Vedic passages—such as ‘ Shanno devirabhi- 
^ftaye, etc. ’—or to explain them as meaning something quite different from 
what they are regarded as meaning. For instance, we find that even Mlmdm- 
sakas and the Author of the Nirukta and others do often differ among them¬ 
selves regarding the explanation of Vedic texts.—Hence the doubts regarding 
its veracity and fidelity cannot cease altogether.—(2674-2676) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka under Text 2286, that—“ The 
Order of sequence is not a product; it is always accepted as an established 
entity, etc. etc. ”,—^where certain objections have been answered. 

The rejoinder to that is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2676-2678). 

The order of sequence is not accepted by all men as fixed for 

ALL ; IN FACT, PEOPLE ADOPT THE ORDER OF WORDS AND SENTENCES 
AND LETTERS ACCORDING TO THEIR OWN WISH. If THAT WERE NOT 
SO, THEN, FOR YOU, LIKE THE VeDA, THERE WOULD BE NO BOOK 

WRITTEN BY MEN ; SO THAT THE COMPOSING OF ALL MEANING¬ 
LESS (OR WICKED) WORKS IS RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE AT ONE 

STROKE ! Because there could be no certainty that 

THIS MAN IS UTTERING WORDS EXACTLY AS THEY HAD 
BEEN USED PREVIOUSLY BY OTHERS,—THEREFORE LIKE 

THE Relationship, they also could not be 
REGARDED AS begiuniTigless. — (2676-2678) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ' padavdkya^ etc, ’ is to be expounded as—‘ pada ’—^words 
—‘ vdkya ’—sentences—‘ ak^ara ’—letters ;—the ‘ krama *—order of se¬ 
quence—of these. 

‘ Anarthagrantha, etc, etc, ’—construe as ‘ Krtih dhvastd ‘ composing 
has been rendered impossible ’. 

‘ Anarthagrantha ’—is a work which has no ‘ artha ’—sense ; i.e. such 
meaningless sentences as ‘ ton pomegranates * and the like.—Or ‘ anartha ’ 
may be ‘ works contrary to the Veda % wicked, —^like those formulating the 
Buddhist doctrines, for instance.—The term ‘ mdtra * denotes universality, 
—‘ krti doing, composing.—‘ tathd *—like the Veda ,— 

‘ Aniyati ’—no certainty ; i.e. there would bo no certainty on the 
point. 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore.—(2676-2678) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2291, that—“The 
idea in the mind of every speaker is that ‘ I am uttering words that have 
been used by other persons ’ ; this in itself makes them eternal, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2679). 

The idea that ‘ I am using the words that have been used by 

OTHER PERSONS ’ WOULD PROCEED FROM ILLUSION, DUE TO THE 
RECOGNITION OF SIMILARITY ; JUST AS THERE IS IN 
THE CASE OF ACTS.— (2679) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Karmahhedavat ’—the ‘ vati ’—^aflfix added after the Locative ending. 
This points out the possibility of the recognition of similarity leading 
to a conclusion contrary to that desired by the other party, and thereby 
indicates its ‘ inconclusiveness ’ as a reason in support of the latter.—(2679) 
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The following might be urged—“How is it known that this is an 
illusion ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2680-2681). 

As A matter op fact, the words uttered by a man are not exactly 

THOSE USED BY OTHERS ; AS THERE ARE ALWAYS DIFFERENCES 

OP Accent and other details.—^Thesb latter are not 

PROPERTIES BELONGING TO THE MANIFESTING AGENCY ; 
BECAUSE THEY ARE ALWAYS PERCEIVED IN THE FORM 

OF Letters. Consequently the Letters pro¬ 
nounced BY EACH MAN MUST BE REGARDED 
AS DISTINCT,—^LIKE THE JaR AND SUCH 
THINGS. This difference being 
QUITE CLEAR, WHY ARE YOU 
DENYING THE SIGNS OF THAT 
DIFFERENCE ? —(2680- 
2681) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Accenls ’—such as the ‘ Uddtta ’ and the rest. 

‘ Other details ’—including swiftness, slow'ness, and middling. 

‘ These are not properties, etc. etc, ’—‘ These ’—i.e. Accent, etc. 

“ Why ? ” 

Because these Accents, etc. are always perceived in the shape of Letters ; 
i.e. they are known as such. 

‘ The signs of that *—The signs of the difference of the Letters. 

‘ Why are you denying ’—in the words ‘ there is no other sign for you ’ 
{Text 2291).—(2080-2081) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2292, that—“ Just 
as in the case of the Jar and such things, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 

TEXT (2682). 

The IDEA THAT ‘ IN THE CASE OP THE JaR, ETC. THEIR USE IS CHARAC¬ 
TERISED AND INDICATED BY THE “ UNIVERSAL ” ’ HAS ALREADY 
BEEN DISCARDED ; BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL DOES NOT EXIST, 

AND BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Individual thing.— (2682) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’—under the chapter dealing with the ‘ Universal *. 

‘ Because it does not exist ’—i.e. because the Universal has no existence. 

31 
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Even if it exists, it can have no connection with the Individual thing, 
in the shape of the Jar; because it cannot be benefited by this latter. 
Hence its use cannot be regarded as characterised or indicated by the 
‘ Universal *.—(2682) 

The following text points out that, as a consequence of what has gone 
above, it follows that all that has been alleged by the other party on the basis 
of the ‘ Universal ’ is entirely irrelevant.— 

TEXT (2683). 

All such UniversaU, therefore, as ‘ Palate * and the rest vary in 

ALL MEN ; CONSEQUENTLY WHEN THE SPEAKER UTTERS WORD- 
SOUNDS, HE DOES NOT DO SO THROUGH THOSE 

Universals.— (2683) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2294, that—“ there 
are distinct Universals of the Articulations which serve to bring about the 
manifestation of the Word-Sounds, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2684). 

Thus there are no distinct Universals of these Articulations 
WHICH could serve TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF 
THE Word-Sounds ; nor are there as many of 
THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS.— (2684) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tat ’—^Therefore ; thus.—(2684) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2295, that—“ The 
order of sequence among the Articulations would be due to the order among 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2685). 

Nor, AS ASSERTED BY YOU, COULD THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG THH 

Articulations be due to the order among the Conjunctions 
AND Disjunctions of the palate, etc. ; nor could the 

ETERNALITY OF BOTH BE DUE TO THEIR RESPECTIVE 

Universals.— (2685) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka^ in Text 2296, that—“ Jast as 
in the case of Moving About and other actions, there is an order of sequence. 
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through the Universal subsisting in the various factors of the Action, etc. 
etc. ”. 

As against this, it is pointed out in the following Text that the Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance, ‘ Moving About, etc. * is ‘ inadmissible ’:— 


TEXT (2686). 

Just as in the Actions of Moving About, etc. there is no order op 

SEQUENCE THROUGH THE UnIVBRSALS,—SO TOO THERE IS nont 
AMONG THE PaLATE, BTC., THE ARTICULATION AND 
THE Letter. —(2686) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, because the very idea of the ‘ Universal ’ itself has been dis¬ 
carded.—(2686) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmaaha under Text 2297, tliat—“The 
individual Articulations themselves being extremely subtle, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2687). 

The COGNITION of the properties of the Universal cannot be due to 
the subtle nature of the Individuals ; nor can there be, 
through this, the cognition of order among the 
Letters, even though these are all- 
pervading.— (2687 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The second line is the answer to what has been asserted by the Mimdm- 
adka in the second line of Text 2297.—(2687) 

It has been argued by the Mtmdmsaka in Text 2298, that—“ The Letters 
following up the properties of the Articulations, which appear there as 
eternal, become expressive of diverse meanings ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

» 

TEXT (2688). 

Consequently, the Letters, following the properties of the 
Articulations, which appear as eternal, cannot become 
EXPRESSIVE OF DIVERSE MEANINGS.— (2688) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted by the Mhnamsaka in Text 2294, that—“ there are 
distinct Universale of the Articulations, etc. etc. ”. 
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Admitting this (for the sake of argument) the Author proceeds to point 
out objections against the idea of the ‘ Universal ’:— 


TEXTS (2689-2690). 

Thebe is another point : granting that ‘ there are Universals 

WHICH SERVE TO MANIFEST THE SoUNDS, AND THERE ARE AS MANY 
OF THESE AS THERE ABE LETTERS * ;—UNDER THIS VIEW, AS 
THE MaNIFESTER WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE, THE SOUND 
SHOULD BE HEARD AT ALL TIMES. CONSEQUENTLY, THE 
ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG THE LeTTER-SOUNDS 
CANNOT BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDER OF 
THE MANIFESTATIONS.— (2689-2690) 

COMMENTARY. 

The several particles used here are to bo taken as serving the purpose 
of introduction. 

^ ‘ Iti ’—for this reason. 

The meaning thus comes to be this :—As Universals are the manifesters 
of the Word-Sound, there should be apprehension of the Sounds at 
all times. And as there is no order of sequence among the manifestations . .. 

[The passage is corrupt and full of lacunce; hence unintelligible].— 
(2689-2690) 


Granting (for the sake of argument) the relationship between the 
Universal and the Individual, the Author proceeds to point out objections— 


TEXTS (2691-2692). 

If the Universals continue to exist as related to the Individuals, 

THE ETERNALITY OF THE INDIVIDUALS ALSO IS IRRESISTIBLE. Or 
(conversely), IF THE INDIVIDUALS EXIST AS RELATED TO THE 

Universals, then the Universals also should be non- 
bternal, even if you do not relish it.— (2691-2692) 

COMMENTARY. 

Every Relationship subsists between two relatives; Universals are 
regarded as eternal; hence what exists in the form related to the Universal, 
must itself be eternal, Otherwise the Universals would not have their form 
consisting of the relationship of the Individuals. Similarly, as Individuals 
are held to be non-eternal, the Universals, which consist in the relationship 
to these, must also be non-eternal. II the Individuals are non-eternal, the 



“the revealed word.” 1225 

Universals miwt also be non-eternal. If it were not so, then, while one of 
the two relatives would bo there in a perfect condition, it cannot be right 
for the other to be imperfect; as in that case, the Relationship itself would 
cease.—(2691-2692) 


Another objection, urged before, is reiterated— 


TEXT (2693). 

The fact that there can be no connection with manifestation 

HAVING BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED, THE LETTERS THUS 
COULD NEVER BE EXPRESSIVE. —(2693) 

COMMENTARY. 

(Corrupt.) 

It has been asserted by the Mlmamsaka under Text 2300, that—“ Time 
is one, all-pervading, eternal, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2694-2698). 

Time, as something one, all-pervading and eternal, has already 

BEEN REJECTED ; NOR IS IT MANIFESTED IN ALL THINGS, LIKE THE 

Letters, by anything ; and if it is manifested in the Letters, 
IT cannot form a factor in the expression of the meaning 
of words ;—^AS IT is not different from other things,—^and 
AS it does not exist ELSEWHERE, IT CANNOT BE ETERNAL.— ThUS 
THEN, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS,—AS ALSO THEIR SHORTNESS, 
LENGTH, ETC.—ARE ALL ADJUNCTS OF THE ARTICULATION, AND ARE 
NOT SO M.ANY PHASES OF TiME. —^THUS FOR YOU, THERE IS NO 
PROPERTY IN Words which is eternal ; hence it becomes 

ESTABLISHED THAT THE WoRD IS Nt^T-BTERNAL,—FOR THOSE WHO 
REGARD THE LETTER AS NON-BTERNAL.—^NOR COULD IT FORM PART 
OF THE PROPERTY OF ANYTHING ELSE,—LIKE THE FLEETNESS OF 
THE HORSE,—IF IT WERE ASSUMED THAT THE MANIFESTING COGNI¬ 
TIONS BRIN(? ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE WORDS.— (2694- 

2698) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’—under the chapter on the ‘ Six Categories ’. 

‘ It is not manifested by anything ’—^simply because it does not exist;— 
even if it existed, the manifestation of the eternal thing would also be eternal. 
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‘ Not different from other things i.e. it is non-different from other 
things. Because the nature of the Time that is manifested in the pheno¬ 
menon consisting of the seed-sprout-creeper does not in any way differ from 
that which is manifested in the Letters.***** (Lacunae in Text). 

‘ Not phases of time *—because there is no such thing as Time. Even if it 
exists, its divisibility is not admitted. 

The rest is easily intelligible.—(2694-2698) 


TEXTS (2699-2704). 

The Presumption put forward in support of the eternality of 

ALL THINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED. It HAS ALSO BEEN 
PROVED THAT THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS IS 
POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN WORDS ARE NOT ETERNAL.— WhEN ONE 
Letter-sound is produced by the ‘ desire to utter/ following 

FROM THE DESIRE TO UTTER ANOTHER LeTTER-SOUND,—THE 
former IS HEARD IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE LATTER *,—THE COGNI¬ 
TION PROCEEDING FROM THE COGNITION OF THE PRECEDING LETTER 
IS NOT HEARD VERY QUICKLY ; IN FACT, WITH THE AID OF THE RE¬ 
MEMBRANCES OF THE PREVIOUS LETTERS, THE LATTER BRINGS ABOUT 
ITS OWN REMEMBRANCE LATER ON. ThUS IT HAS THE CHARACTER 
OF AN Effect, IN RELATION TO THE COGNITIONS LEADING UP TO, 
AND APPREHENDING, IT.— OR, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS MAY BE 
DEPENDENT UPON MEN, FrOM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE 

Letters clearly vary with each word ; as is found in the 
CASE OF such words AS ' DamaMada \ ' Lata'Tala' etc., 
WHERE THE LETTERS ARE THE SAME BUT THEIR ORDER DIFFERENT 
IN THE TWO WORDS. It IS UNDER THIS ORDER OF SEQUENCE THAT 
THESE WORDS BECOME EXPRESSIVE OF DIFFERENT MEANINGS.— 

Consequently, the assumption of the ‘ Sphota' also is abso¬ 
lutely FUTILE IN THIS CONNECTION.— (2699-2704) 

COMMENTARY. 

* The Presumption has been discarded,' —Under Text 2617, it has been 
shown that the Presumption is wrong and also annulled by other means 
of Cognition. 

fThe text is corrupt.] 

The upshot of the whole of this argument is as follows :—^In the ‘ chain * 
of the Speaker, from his desire to speak, there arises a series of Cognitions, 
each member of which is produced by its predecessor;—and these ideas 
arouse each Letter-sound ; thus the several Letter-sounds come about; and 
these directly produce, in the ‘ chain ’ of the Hearer, successive Cognitions, 
—each member of which is helped by its.predecessor; later on, these Cognitions 
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b?ing about successive remembrances relating to themselves, indirectly in 
due order. 

Consequently, these Remembrances come to be regarded as ‘ effects ’ 
in relation to the cognitions appearing in the Speaker’s ‘ chain which have 
given rise to the Remembrances ; while in relation to the cognitions appearing 
in the Hearer’s ‘ chain they come to be regarded as the ‘ Cause ’. Herein 
lies their ‘ order of sequence ’;—nowhere else. Thus, as the character of 
the Letters in every word, is variable,—sometimes appearing as causes and 
sometimes as effects,—it is only right that in the case of such similar words as 
‘ Sara ’ and ‘ rasa *, the resultant cognitions should be different. But this 
cannot be right if the Letters and words are eternal ; as eternal things retain 
the same form at all times. Nor in their case can any order of sequence 
be regarded as something different from themselves. Even if it were some¬ 
thing different, there would be no relationship between them ; this is what is 
really meant. 

The moaning of the words of the Text is now explained:—‘ When one 
Letter-sound is produced *—such is the construction.—In the case of such 
words as ‘ soda ’ and ‘ samaya \ there is the vowel ‘ a * after ‘ s ’,—^there is 
desire to utter this arising from the desire to utter ‘ 5 ’ ; hence this is ‘ another 
desire ’.—What is meant is as follows :—^In the Speaker’s ‘ Chain ’, there is 
one * desire to utter ’ following from another, and so on ; this desire is followed 
by the Letter-Sound produced,—this Soxind brings about the Remembrance ; 
such is the connection with what follows in the text later on. 

Having thus described the fact of the Letters being ‘ effects ’ of the 
series of * desires to speak * in the Speaker’s ‘ Chain ’,—the author proceeds 
to point out the fact of its being the ‘ cause ’ of the cognitions appearing in 
the Hearer’s ‘ Chain ’—‘ The former is heard, etc, etc. ’—‘ Tasya ’ refers to 
‘ yah ’ in the previous line ;—its hearing is produced, it is heard —‘ imme¬ 
diately ’—^without anything intervening. 

Having thus shown that it is the cause of the Hearer’s Cognition, the 
author now proceeds to show that it is the cause of Remembrance.—‘ Not 
heard very quickly ’—quick hearing being incapable of being produced by 
Remembrance.—‘ The latter ’—^i.e. the later ‘ Letter ’.—‘ Retnemhrances *— 
of the previous Letters in the chain.—‘ With the aid ’—^with the help of it, it 
arouses the Remembrance with regard to itself ;—‘ the cognitions leading 
uj) to, and apprehending, it ’,—‘ it ’ stands for the Letter ;—this is to be treated 
as a Copulative Compound; or even as a Tatpuru^ or Karmadhdraya ;— 
and in relation to these cognitions, these are ‘ effects ’; but they are ‘ causes * 
in relation to the subsequent cognitions and remembrances. 

Having thus discarded the idea of the ‘ order ’ being something different 
{from the Letters or Words), the Author proceeds next to discard the view 
of the Grammarians that the ‘ word ’ that is expressive is of the nature of a 
‘ Sphota ’, which is something entirely different from the Letter-sounds,— 
by the sentence beginning with ‘ Consequently ’.—(2699-2704) 

[It has to be noted that the commentary is very incomplete in the printed 
text; and much of the translation there is based upon mere surmise.] 
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TEXTS (2705-2706). 

The ‘ Sphcta * has been assumed by the Grammarians for the 
PURPOSE OF explaining THE COGNITION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS. 

—But THE Letters themselves being competent to express 
THE MEANING OF WORDS, THE ASSUMING OF THE SAID Sphota 
IS FUTILE. As IT WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE (iF IT EXIS¬ 
TED), BUT IS NOT PERCEIVED, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 
IT DOES NOT EXIST.—^If IT IS IMPERCEPTIBLE, 

THEN IT CANNOT BE INDICATIVE, LIKE THE 

Inferential Indicative (which is 

EFFECTIVE ONLY WHEN PERCEIVED). 

-(2705-2706) 

COMMENTARY. 

[There is a lacuna in the text of the Commentary]. 

* As it would he perceplihUy etc, etc, *—Nothing apart from the Letters.— 
in the form of Word, eternal and indivisible,—^is ever perceived by auditory 
perception. On the contrary, what is clearlj^ proved is the fact that no such 
* Sphota ’ exists at all. 

If the second view is accepted.[the reference is clearly to th(^ 

lacuna]—the cause could be either jjositwe or mgative or both positives and 
negative,—these are the only alternatives possible.—According to the first 
view (?).... the Cause could be either the property of what is called ‘ Sj^hota \ 
or that of something else. It cannot be the former, as the Sphota itself has 
been shown to bo non-existent. Nor could it be the property of some¬ 
thing else ; because it could not subsist in the ‘ subject ’ ; just like the ‘ arms 
and feet ’ in the proving of the non-etcrnality of the Jar (?).—Nor could the 
cause be the property of something negative ; as that could prove onl>^ the 
contrary of what is desired.—Nor could it be both positive and negative ; 
as that is always ‘ inconclusive ’. 

Then again, is the ‘ Sphota ’ proved by a Reason based upon the nature 
of the thing ? Or by one based upon the Causal Relationship ?—The former 
view cannot be right; because as it is beyond the senses, its nature cannot 
be known ; if it were known, there would be no point in seeking for the proof 
of its existence ; as its nature would be already known ; and the w hole 
attempt is to prove its existence and nature.—Nor is the second view ac¬ 
ceptable, because no causal relation can be known in relation to what is beyond 
the senses. 

It might be argued as follows :—“ In the case of the Auditory and other 
perceptions, when it is found that they appear only occasionally, it is con¬ 
cluded that they are dependent upon other causes also ; and from that, by 
implication, it is concluded that there is the Auditory organ ; in the same 
manner, in the case in question, the comprehension of meaning being the 
‘ subject it is found that even when the Letters are the same,—as in the 
case of the words ^ sara' and 'rasa' —^the meanings comprehended are 
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different ; from which we shall infer the presence of another Cause, in the 
shape of the ‘ Sphota ’ 

This also cannot be right; because nothing apart from the Letters 
is known. As it has just been established that it is the Letters themselves 
which, varying in each Word, become capable of bringing about the com¬ 
prehension of the meaning, through the variations in the relation of Cause 
and Effect. So that the assumption in question is entirely futile. 

It is also implied that the same objections apply also to the view that the 
existence of the ‘ Sphota ’ can be inferred,. 

It might be argued that—“ it is not to bo inferred, but it is absolutely 
imperceptible ”. 

The answer to that is—‘ If it is imperceptible, etc. etc, ’—Just as the 
Inferential Indicative, while it is itself unknown, does not bring about any 
cognition,—so this Sphota also, while itself unknown, cannot bring about the 
comprehension of the meaning.—(2705-2706) 


TEXTS (2707-2710). 

If it be UR(JED that—the cognition follows from its mere 

EXISTENCE ; ANU AS ITS CAUSAL CHARACTER IS THERE, IT IS HELD 
to be able TO BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION LIKE THE VISUAL 
ORGAN ” :—THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT, IN THAT CASE, THE SAID 
COGNITION WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES ;—EVEN WHEN THERE IS 
NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONVENTION, AND THERE IS NO HEARING 

OF THE Letters,—there would be cognition proceeding from 
THE Sphota, AS ITS efficient cause would be THERE ALWAYS *, AS 
this entity {Sphota) is eternal (according TO THE Gram¬ 
marian), AND IT HAS NO NEED FOR ANYTHING ELSE. NoR CAN 
THERE BE ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ OF IT BY ARTICULATION OR CONVENTION 

OR Letters ; as it is never perceived ; it is cognition itself 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ AND THERE IS NO COGNI¬ 
TION OF IT. Hence it follow's that the assumption of the 
' manifester ’ of the Sphota is also futile.— (2707-2710) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ by its more existence, the Sphota would be 
the cause of the comprehension of meanings,^—just as the visual and other 
organs are the cause of the cognition of things ”. 

But in that ease, the cognition proceeding from it should be there always ; 
so that even without any idea of the Convention, etc. bearing upon the 
Word, the comprehension of its meaning would be there.—^This is what is 
pointed out by the words—* Even when there 'is, etc, etc, ’—The reason in 
support of this is next stated in the words—‘ As this entity Is eternal, etc, etc,\ 
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It might be argued that—“ It is only when the Sphopa has been manifested 
that it is held to be the cause of the comprehension of the meaning,—and 
not by its mere presence ; so that the difficulty pointed out does not arise 

The answer to this is—‘ Nor can there he manifestation^ etc. etc. ’ ,*—‘ as 
it is never perceived ’—never cognised; because it has been held to be 
imperceptible. 

This same idea is further reiterated by the words—‘ th^re is no cognition 
of ity etc. etc. \ —(2707-2710) 


The following might be urged—“ It cannot be admitted that the thing 
appears and is yet rvot perceived ; and it is an actual fact that the Word as an 
indivisible whole does appear in consciousness, in which there has been a 
development of the impressions of each preceding Letter (composing the 
Word) 

This is what is anticipated and answered in the following :— 


TEXTS (2711-2712). 

What happens is that the Articulation plants the seed in 
Consciousness, and it becomes developed by the last articula- 

TION.—AND THEREFORE THE Word APPEARS IN THE CONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS ”.—This assumption also is made without reason. 

Because even so, the Word is not perceived to 

APPEAR AS anything DIFFERENT (FROM THE 

Letters).— (2711-2712) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Avrttah ’—become ; the impressions produced by the cognitions of all 
the Letters become developed in Consciousness. 

‘ Without reason \—^What is meant is that what happens is that the Letters 
themselves, after the cognition of each, become subsequently included under 
the compounded cognition apjiearing in the form of Remembrance. Because 
as a matter of fact, we do not perceive,—nor does the Speaker perceive,— 
any Word as an indivisible whole, after the last letter has been cognised.— 
It is a mere dream on the part of the Grammarian, arising from the bewildered 
feeling that the idea of such word as a whole appearing in Consciousness 
would make things nice for him.—(2711-2712) 


So far, the author has pointed out the objections against the view that 
“ the Sphapa is eternal ”. He now proceeds to point out the objections 
against the view that “ the Sphopa is without parts, indivisible ’,—^which ob¬ 
jections are applicable to both views,—of eternality as well as non-etemality :— 
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TEXTS (2713-2714). 

Whether the Sphcta is produced or manifested by the Articulations 

WHICH APPEAR IN SUCCESSION,—SUCH SUCCESSION IS INCOMPATIBLE 

WITH THE VIEW OP THOSE WHO UPHOLD THE SphofU. WHEN 
THE 8phot2 IS INDIVISIBLE (WITHOUT PARTS), THERE CAN BE 
NEITHER manifestation nor produdiem op it in suc¬ 
cession. As THEY WOULD NEVER LIB OUTSIDE THE 
ONE AND THE SAME FORM,—THEY WOULD BE 
THERE FOR ALL.— (2713-2714) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some Valhlmsi^kjoa hold that there is ‘ Sphofa * of Sentences also, which 
is produced as the effect of words. 

‘ It is indivisible *—i.e. an entity without component parts. 

‘ They would- never lie, etcJ* —From the one form—produced or manifested 
—what is held to be unproduced or unmanifested could not be different. 

‘ They ’—i.e. the production and the manifestation,—would be there 
for all; so that there would be no need for the use of any other letters or 
words at all.—(2713-2714) 

The following Text points out objections against the view that the 
Sphota is with parts (divisible)— 


TEXT (2715). 

Even if the ^jyhctjt is with parts (divisible), as the Letters ex¬ 
pressing THEM WOULD DO SO ONLY IN SUCCESSION, WHY SHOULD 

NOT THE Sphoti-parts also be likewise ? Why should 
UNSEEN ONES BE ASSUMED ?—(2715) 

COMMENTARY. 

Would each one of the Sphota-parts be without meaning (inexpressive) 
or with meaning (expressive) ?—If the former, then, as those parts would be 
appearing in succession, the whole Sphofa —^like T.iettera—would be inexpres¬ 
sive. Its expressiveness might be assumed; as there would be attributing a 
form to a thing which does not have that form. Because the expressive 
sentence is said to have one form only, and its components are inexpressive ; 
hence the expressive character of these latter could be only assumed—or 
figurative,—like the character of the Lion attributed to the Boy. The 
expressiveness thus being assumed, it is far better to regard the coniponent 
letters themselves as expressive,—rather than assume the unseen Sphota-parts, 
to no purpose. 

If on the other hand the Sphota-parts are expressive (the second view)— 
then there can be no need for several SMBSumptions ; because the ‘ Sentence ’ 
is described as a group of words conveying one complete idea ; if each part 
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of the sentence were expressive, then there would be as many ‘ sentences ’ 
as those parts, and not one ‘ Sentence ’ composed of several component 
parts. And when the meaning of one of these parts would be comprehended, 
there would be comprehension of the meaning of the whole sentence. This 
has been thus declared—‘ If each of the parts were expressive, the assuming 
of several such would be futile; because the comprehension of the meaning 
of one part would bring about the comprehension of the mc^aning of the 
whole sentence ’.—(2715) 

It has been said under Text 2714 that—‘ in the case of the indivisible 
Sphota, production and manifestation are not possible ’. 

The following Text fots forth the Opponent’s answer to that:— 

TEXTS (2716-2717). 

“ Even when the Producing and the manifesting (of the entire 
Sphotd) have been done once by one Articulation, people 

PRONOUNCE THE OTHER LETTERS FOR THE PURPOSE OF A CLEARER 
MANIFESTATION *, BECAUSE IT IS DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE 
IT AS MANIFESTED ONCE ;—^THEREFORE IT IS MANIFESTED 
AGAIN AND AGAIN BY MEANS OF LETTERS WITH 
SIMILAR APPEARANCES.”— (2716-2717) 


COMMENTARY. 

Even though the producing or manifesting of the entire Sphota is doiK^ 
by a single Articulation,—yet the subsequent Articulations are not entirely 
useless ; as these serve to render the manifestation clearer; just as a verse, 
when repeated again and again, becomes more distinct tJian by a single 
utterance ;—and even though the frequent re))etition does not produce any¬ 
thing new in it, yet the repetition is not useless ; similarly in the case in 
question also, the later Articulations are not useless.—^This is what is pointed 
out by the words ‘ yatah, etc, etc, ’—‘ Duraiiadhdrd ’—difficult to determine 
or ascertain.—(2716-2717) 

The following Text sets forth the Author’s rejoinder to the above argu¬ 
ment (of the Sphotist );— 

TEXT (2718). 

When, Sir, that same, or something else, is repeated again and 

AGAIN,—is it not THE manifestation of it that is repeated,— 
THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE ?— (2718) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nanu ’ signifies address—‘ Sir 

When 'that same *—the Letter pronounced for the first time,—or ‘ some¬ 
thing else \ —some other Letter contained therein,—is repeated again and 
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again,—is it not the manifesting that is done ? Certainly the manifestation 
would not fail to be accomplished when done by that. Thus then the only 
effect that the utterance of the subsequent Letters would have would consist 
in the repetition of the manifestations ,—because all of them would be po¬ 
ssessed of the same potency; this repetition can be repeated over and over 
again by the same Letter being repeated; consequently there would be no 
need for the utterance of the rest of the letters. Nor will it be right to 
regard the subsequent Letters as possessed of different potencies; becaxiso 
into what is indivisible and without parts, no new features can be introduced ; 
and when no now features can be introduced, the assuming of diverse potencies 
would be useless.—(2718) 

All that is said by the other party might happen, if the Manifestation 
were there ; as a matter of fact, however, this Manifestation itself is not 
possible.—This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXT (2719). 

The ‘ MANIFESTATION —AS IN THE CASE OF LETTERS,—CAN ONLY 
CONSIST IN THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE OBJECT OR THE SeNSE-ORGAN 

CONCERNED. AnD HERE ALSO, IN REGARD TO THE COGNITION 
ENVISAGING THE Sphota, THE SAID ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ CAN 
BE DENTED IN THE SAME WAY (AS IN THE CASE OF 

Letters). —(2719) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ As in the case of Letters ’ ;—^in connection with Letters, the idea that 
‘ there is manifestation in the shape of the embellishment of the Object and 
the Sense-organ ’ has been refuted by showing that none of the alternatives 
]jossiblo is admissible regarding its capacity or otherwise of bringing about 
(cognitions ;—the same refutation is applicable to the present case also. 

‘ The cognition envisaging the Spkota ’—‘ Tat * stands for the Sphota. 
This is said on admitting (for the sake of argument) that there is such a 
cognition. 

What is meant is as follows :—If there did really appear in consciousness 
a verbal entity called ‘ Sphota ’ as something apart from the Letters,—then 
its ‘ manifestation ’ could be possible; as ‘ manifestation ’ would mean 
‘ apprehension *. As a matter of fact, however, no such entity appears in 
Consciousness,—^as already explained before.—But, let it appear in Con¬ 
sciousness ; even so, the said ‘ manifestation ’ cannot be acceptable; as by 
its very nature, it cannot be either capable or incapable of being apprehended, 
—(2719) 

The following text sums up the position and proceeds to show that the 
comprehension of the meaning of words is possible even without the 
Sphota :— 
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TEXT (2720). 

From all this it follows that it is the Word that is apprehended 
ON the wake op the previous successive cognitions op 
ALL THE component LETTERS,—WHICH IS THE CAUSE 
OF THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING. 

—(2720) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Letters in a Word stand in a definite order,— 
they are perceived also in a definite order; Remembrance is always in accord¬ 
ance with the previous perception ;—^how then can there be the single cogni¬ 
tion envisaging all the Letters, which can only be of the nature of remem¬ 
brance,—except through the Sphota f Certainly when the thing has been 
cognised as without order, there can be no appearance of the Letters which 
are there in a definite order ? ” 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the following 
answer:— 

TEXT (2721). 

What happens is that—when the final Letter in the word has 

BEEN COGNISED, THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE COGNITION OF 

ALL THE Letters brings about the Remembrance 
OF ALL the Letters simultaneously.— (2721) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows :—First of all, there is apprehension 
(of the Letters),—then the Remembrances immediately following from them 
come about in the same order as the Letters ;—then from these Remem¬ 
brances, there follows the cumulative cognition of all the Letters,—this cogni¬ 
tion also is of the nature of Remembrance; because it only envisages things 
that have been previously perceived.—(2721) 

In the following Text the Author points out that what has been stated 
is admitted by all parties,—and it is not only his own assumption :— 

TEXT (2722). 

All parties agree that there is such subjective (Cumulative) 
cognition in connection with all things,—even when 

THEY ARE COGNISED IN A CERTAIN ORDER OF 

sequence.— (2722) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ IfM ’—stands for the cumulative cognition.—(2722) 

The following Text points out that this view, being in due accord with 
reason, deserves to be accepted :— 
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TEXT (2723). 

In case this is not admitted, then, in connection with things seen 

ONE AFTER THE OTHER, THERE COULD BE NO SUCH CUMULATIVE 
COGNITION AS THERE IS IN THE IDEA OF ‘ A HUNDRED ’ 

AND OTHER NUMBERS.— (2723) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all Remembrances appeared only in a certain order of sequence,— 
then, in connection with things seen one after the other, there could be no 
such conception of them at one and the same time as is involved in the idea 
of ‘ a himdred ’ and so forth ; nor would there be any difference in the concep¬ 
tions of the ‘ hundred ’ and the ‘ million ’ and so forth,—^at the time of their 
appearance.—(2723) 

The following Text sums up the discussion :— 


TEXT (2724). 

Thus then, though, in regard to the Letters, the cognitions, 

AUDITORY and MENTAL, THAT APPEAR AT FIRST ARE IN AN 
ORDER OF SEQUENCE,—YET, LATER ON, THERE IS RE¬ 
MEMBRANCE OF THEM ALL, AT THE SAME TIME. 

—(2724) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ If it is as stated, then the said cumula¬ 
tive cognition itself may bo the cause of the comprehension of the meaning,— 
not the Letters ; as these will have long ceased to exist. But this cannot bo 
right; because all men, down to the child, knows that the meaning is com - 
prehended immediately on the cognition of the Word 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the following 
answer;— 


TEXT (2725). 

Thus the Letters do enter into it ; as the things denoted are not 

FAR REMOVED FROM THEM ; THIS IS THE REASON WHY PEOPLE 
SPEAK OF THE COGNITION AS PROCEEDING FROM THE 

Word.— (2725) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Enter into it ’—i.e. enter into the said Cumulative Cognition. 

‘ Laukikaih ’—the nominal affix has been used here in the reflective sense. 
—(2725) 
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Says the Opponent:—“ Even so, as the Letters will have ceased long 
ago, they do not exist at the time of the comprehension; how then could 
they enter into the cumulative Cognition ? ’* 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2726). 

All this is quite compatible with the view that Cognitions have 
FORMS ; otherwise, as they would be destroyed, how 
COULD they figure IN THE REMEMBRANCE ?— (2726) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“ Why is it not compatible with the view that Cognitions 
have no forms ? ” 

Answer :—‘ Otherwise^ etc. etc. \ 

Tints the cumulative cognition that Kumarila has urged against the 
upholder of the Sphota —that “ when the last Letter has been cognised, there 
is a simultaneous Remembrance of all the rest, brought about by the 
impressions of these” [Shlokavdrtika, Splwtn, 112, reproduced here under 
Text 2721, with a slight variation]—^is true only in accordance with our view, 
not in accordance with the Mlrmimaka's view, that Cognitions are fonnless. 
This is what is meant by the Text. —(2726) 

Says the Opponent:—“ It is true according to the Mlmdmsakas also ; 
because under their view, the Letters are not destroyed; lienee there is 
nothing to prevent their figuring in the cognition ; it is only that their 
appearance has become concealed ; they are there all the same ”, 

This is what is anticipated in the first part of the following Text, and 
answered by the last part beginning with ‘ It cannot be so ’ :— 


TEXT (2727). 

Ip it is argued that—“ The previously cognised Letters have 

ONLY THEIR APPEARANCE CONCEALED, BUT WHEN REMEMBERED, 
THEY ARE THERE ALL RIGHT ”,—THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT 
—IT CANNOT BE SO ; AS, IF IT WERE SO, THEN THERE WOULD 
BE A CLEAR IDEA OF THEM.— (2727) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the same Letters that had been heard before are lying with their 
appearance concealed, and are subsequently apprehended by the cumulative 
cognition, then like their own cognition, the cumulative cognition also 
should apprehend them quite distinctly; as the form is exterior to the 
cognition and it is of one and the same form.—^Further, if they have their 
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appearance concealed, how can they appear ? Because * appearance * is of 
the nature of apprehension. —(2727) 

Then again, if it were possible for what is past to continue to exist, then 
what is asserted might be true ; as a matter of fact however, what is past 
does not continue to exist; hence the said appearance of the Letters in the 
Cumulative Cognition cannot be right.—This is what is pointed out in the 
following :— 

TEXT (2728). 

Such continuance, however, has been already rejected ; if there 
WERE SUCH continuance, THEN THE REMEMBRANCE SHOULD 
APPEAR AT THE TIME OF THE COGNITION OF THE APPREHENSION 

OF THE Letters ; because the two would have one 
AND THE same CAUSE.— (2728) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’—^i.e. under the Chapter on the ‘ Three Points of Time *. 

In support of this he adduces an argument annulling the Opponent’s idea 
—‘ If there were such corUinuance, etc. etcJ* ;—at the very time when there is 
cognition of the apprehension of the Letters, there would be the likelihood 
of the Remembrance appearing. This is the argument that sets aside the 
Mtmdmsaka^s view. 

‘ Having the same cause ’—Their causes are not different.—(2728) 

The Grammarians urge the following objection—“If there is no such 
single entity as the * Sphofa of the nature of the Word,—^then how is it 
that on the utterance of the word ‘ (jpo (‘ Cow ’), there appears the single 
cognition in the one form of *gauh* (and not in that of the component 
letters) ? ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2729). 

We are NOT OBJECTING TO THE SINGLE COGNITION IN THE FORM OF 
‘ gaui \ THE Cow ; but the notion of oneness regarding 
THE Word is dub to the facts—(1) that it is 

APPREHENDED BY A SINGLE IDEA AND (2) 

THAT IT DENOTES A SINGLE THING.— 

(2729) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ekamatitva ’—the fact of there being a single cognition. 

‘ Tadgrdhyaikay etc. etc. ’ —It is apprehended by a single cognition,— 
and it serves a single purpose.—The compound being of the ‘Copulative 
32 
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kind.—What is meant is that—(1) because it is apprehended by a single 
cognition^ and (2) because it denotes the single object, the animal with the 
dewlap,—^therefore the word ‘ gro ’ is said to be one, —(2729) 

The following Text shows that the fact of being regarded’ as one is not 
true in all cases :— 


TEXT (2730). 

The unitary conception may be possible in the case of the wori> 

‘go * ON ACCOUNT OF THE RAPIDITY (OF ITS UTTERANCE) AND 
OF THE SMALLNESS OF THE INTERVAL ; BUT IN THE CASE 
OF SUCH WORDS AS ‘ DSvoddtta \ THE DIF¬ 
FERENCE IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED.— 

(2730) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Rapidity ’—quickness of utterance. 

‘ SmaUneaa of the interval *,—the very slight separation between the 
letter-sounds. 

* 8d ’—the unitary conception, the idea of oneness. 

In the case of words like ‘ divadatta ’ the articulations are clearly per¬ 
ceived as distinct. Hence the unitary conception is ‘ inadmissible *, in regard 
to a part of the * Subject ’.—(2730) 

The same idea is further supported by a formulated argument:— 


TEXT (2731). 

The COGNITION of the meaning must BE REGARDED AS ARISING FROM 

THE Letters ; because it appears after the cognition of 

THESE ; WHAT IS LIKE IT ARISES FROM THAT,—^LIKB 
THE COGNITION OF FiRE ARISING FROM 

Smoke. —(2731) 

COMMENTARY. 

The formulation of the argument is as follows:—When one Cognition 
appears after another cognition, it must be regarded as arising from this 
latter, indirectly,—e.g. the cognition of the ‘ subject Fire, proceeding from 
the cognition of the ‘ Indicative Smoke ;—the cognition of the Meaning 
appears after the cognition of the Letters ; hence this is a Reason based upon 
the nature of things. 

What is meant to be proved here is the fact of its being regarded as the 
effect of that other cognition ; this is what constitutes the difference between 
the Probans and the Probandum.—(2731) 



1239 


''the bbvealed wobd/' 

The following Text shows that the Reason adduced in the preceding 
text is not' inadmissible ’:— . 

TEXT (2732). 

As A MATTBB OF FACT, THE COGNITION OF THE MEANING IS NOT FOUND 
TO FOLLOW AFTEB A COGNITION ENVISAGING A VEBBAL ENTITY 
AFABT FBOM THE LeTTEBS ; HENCE NO OTHEB WOBD 
CAN BE EXPRESSIVE (OF THAT MEANING).— 

(2732) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ‘cognition ’ of meaning does not exist which appears after a cognition 
envisaging any verbal entity apart from the Letters; what does exist is only 
that ‘cognition of meaning’ which appears after the cognition of the Letters. 
Hence the Reason adduced is not ‘ ine^missible *. 

This also points out the fact of things being treated as rum^existent — 
when, being perceptible, they are not perceived.—(2732) 

The following Teoct points out that the said Reason is not ‘ Incon¬ 
clusive ’;— 


TEXT (2733). 

In ALL CASES, POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCES ARE DEFINITELY 
KNOWN TO BE THE GROUND FOB REGARDING ONE THING AS THE 
effect OF ANOTHER ; AND IT IS THUS THAT THE INVARIABLE 
CONCOMITANCE IS RECOGNISED IN THE CASE 
IN QUESTION,— (2733) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kdryatd, etc, etc, ’—Being regarded as the cause, or basis, of being 
regarded as the effect, 

“ What is that basis ? ” 

It is positive and negative concomitance, —^This is co-ordinated with 
‘ angam \ —^The only basis for one thing being regarded as the effect of another 
lies in following the positive and negative concomitance between the two 
things. Hence the impossibility of there being any other basis for regarding 
the * cognition of the meaning ’ as the effect of anything else (other than the 
Cognition of Letters) provides the proof for the annulment of a contrary 
conclusion. Hence the necessary Invariable Concomitance between the two 
becomes established.—(2733) 


The following might be urged:—“ It may be that the Sphota is not 
expressive. The Letters themselves, being eternal, would be expressive ; and 
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that these Letters are eternal has been established by Sense-perception and 
other Means of Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2734). 

It having been established that expressiveness belongs to non- 
eternal LETTERS,—THE ‘ RECOGNITION ' AND ‘ INFERENCE 
PUT FORWARD IN PROOF OF etemolitff, BECOME 
ANNULLED.— (2734) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ PrtUyabhijMnumdne * ;—i.e. Recognition and Inference. 

In some places, the reading is * prcUyabhijiidnumdnam ’; in which case 
the compound is to be treated as ^Samahara-Dvandva ’; or as a Karmadhdraya, 
involving the deletion of the term ‘ sahita ^ (the meaning being ‘ Recognition 
cdong with Inference *).—(2734) 

The following Text points out that the argument put forward by the 
other party involves * self-contradiction *:— 

TEXTS (2736-2736). 

The OBJECTION in question has been urged by THE OTHER PARTY, 
THROUGH IGNORANCE THAT HIS DOING SO INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADIC¬ 
TIONS ON HIS PART ; BECALTSE THERE ARB ALL THESE (SELF- 
CONTRADICTIONS), IF YOU HOLD TO THE VIEW OP THE 
ETBRNALITY (OF LETTERS AND WORDS).— ^It HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT IF WORDS ARE ETERNAL, 

THEY CANNOT BE EXPRESSIVE ; BECAUSE THEY 
COULD NOT HAVE ANY CONNECTION WITH 
THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE (AMONG THE 

Component Letters) and so 

FORTH ; ALSO BECAUSE THEY 
ARB NOT PERCEIVED 
AT ALL TIMES.— 

(2735-2736) 

COMMENTARY. 

* AU these ’—self-contradictions. 

• With the order of sequence —‘ and so forth ’ is meant to include the fact 
of their ‘hearing’ and ‘remembrance’ being successive. All this is so, 
because on account of the etemality (of words) the particular order of 
sequence cannot be due to time ; and on account of their all-pervasiveness, it 
cannot be due to place ; nor can it be due to manifestation ; because the idea 
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of such ‘ manifestation ’ has been already rejected.—Similarly, in the bringing 
about of cognitions, eternal words can serve no useful purpose; as has been 
explained on several occasions.— (2736>2736) 

It has been argued by the Mimamaaka, under Text 2310, that—" It has 
to be explained what the Word-Sound is which is being proved to be perishable, 
etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (2737-2739). 

The ‘ IKADMISSIBILITy or the Beason in besfbot of its sitbstbatum ’ 
WHICH HAS BEEN SOUGHT TO BE FBOVED BY THE PUTTING FOBWAB0 
OF A NUUBEB OF LIKELY ALTEBNATIVES BEGABDING THE NATUBE 

OF THE ‘ Subject ’ (Wobd),—^ is all dub to ignobance of the 
BEAL CHABAOTEB OF Inference ; because the ‘ Subject ’ is always 
THAT WHICH ACTUALLY APPEABS (IN CONSCIOUSNESS). WhAT 
ACTUALLY APPEABS IN CONSCIOUSNESS IS WELL-KNOWN, WITHOUT 
COGITATION ;—^BVEN OBDINABY USHBBHBN KNOW THAT THAT ALONE 
CAN FOBH THE ‘ SUBJECT ’.—^AnD YET, IT IS ON THIS VEBY POINT 
THAT DISPUTE HAS ABISEN AMONG BABBLBBS. ThEBB CAN BE NO 
DISPUTE BEGABDING A THING WHBBE DIVBBSITY IS CHEATED ONLY 
THBOUGH one’s WHIM.—(2737-2739) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the * Subject ’ has been indicated in the unqualified form, the 
setting up of a number of alternatives regarding its qualification constitutes 
a ‘ Futile Rejoinder ’.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (2740-2742). 

When the ‘ Subject ’ has been spoken of without qualifications, 

THE SETTING UP OF ALTEBNATIVES BEGABDING QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD PUT A STOP TO ALL InFEBENTIAL PBOCESSES.—^EVBN WITH BE- 
GABD TO THE (MimSmeoka’a) infebence that—“ The idea debived 
FBOM THE VeDIO INJUNCTION MUST BE BIGHT, BECAUSE IT IS BBOUGHT 
ABOUT BY CAUSES FBEE FBOM DEFECT ”,—SEVEBAL SUCH ALTEBNA¬ 
TIVES COULD BE UBGBD AGAINST HIM, AS—‘ If THE Svbject IS 
MEANT TO BE THE OoGNiTiON brought obout by Injunctions (hat are 
eternal and related to eternal denotationa, then the Pbobans is one 

WHOSE SUBSTBATUM IS NOT ADMITTED BY THE OTHEB PABTY.'— 

(2740-2742) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Injunction is itself eternal,—and is related to the eternal denotation, 
—^in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’;—^the cognition brought about by such 
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an Injunction;—that is the ‘ Subject then the Probans is one that 
C€umot be admitted by the other party.—(2740-2742) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaha^ under Text 2315, tha^—“ If by 
non-etemaliiy is meant amenability to absolute destruction, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2743). 

* EtBRNALiTY ’ CONSISTS IN Continuing in the same condition ; and the 
OPPOSITE OF THIS IS ‘ NON-ETBRNAUTY If THE Continuing in 

the same condition ceases, what is left there that could 
BE held to be ‘ EXTANT ' ?— (2743) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What is left, etc. etc. ’—^The * condition * is not anything different from 
the entity to which it belongs; hence when the condition has ceased, the 
entity also, as a consequence, ceases. Otherwise, if one thing does not share 
the fate of another, it cannot be right to say that it is of the same nature 
as the other.—(2743) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2744, that—“ If the 
Reason that is put forward is only amenability to sense-organs, then it is 
clearly fallacious, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2744). 

If the Reason put forward is only amenability to sense-organs, 
it is certainly not recognised as fallacious,—^!N VIEW 

OF THE FACT THAT THE ‘ UNIVERSAL * HAS ALREADY 
BEEN DISCARDED. —(2744) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already *—^under the chapter dealing with the ‘ Universal ’.—(2744) 

** If there is no * fallaciousness ^ in view of the ‘ Universal even so/ 
having its negation suspected, the Reason would be Inconclusive”.— 
Anticipating this argument, the Author proceeds to point out the Invariable 
Concomitance of the Reason, * amenability to sense-organs ’:— 
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TEXT (2746). 

That which sebves as the cause (basis) of the sense-pebceftion 

ENVISAGING IT IS SPOKEN OP AS ‘ AMENABLE TO SENSE-OBGAN ’ ; 

BUT WHAT IS ETEBNAL CAN NBVEB BE A CaUSe \ THIS HAS 
BEEN ALBEADY ESTABLISHED.— (2746) 

COMMENTARY. 

That object is spoken of as * amenable to the senses ’ which serves as the 
•cause of that Sense-perception which envisages that object; in the case of 
an eternal entity, however, no efficient activity is possible, either successively 
or simultaneously. Hence it is only right that there should be invariable 
concomitance (between non-eternality and amenability to Sense-organs). —(2746) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2320, that—“as 
regards amenability to the Senses, it has to be ascertained what it really is, 
•etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (2746). 

It IS KNOWN TO ALL WHAT SOBT OF A THING SEBVES AS THE CAUSE (OF 

COGNITIONS) ; IP IT WEBE NOT SO, THEN THE SPECULATION LIKE 
THE ONE STARTED BY THE OPPONENT COULD BE STARTED 
EVEN WITH REGARD TO SUCH CAUSES OF COGNI¬ 
TION AS THE Smoke and the 
LIKE.— (2746) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What sort, etc. etc. ’—i.e. the idea is accepted as sound without any 
hesitation. 

If that were not so, then even in regard to Smoke {aa the cause of the 
Inferential Cognition of Fire), the speculation could be started, 849—^Is the 
smoke mentioned as the Reason something that is amenable to the Senses ? 
Or is it only a product of ‘ Idea ’ or ‘ Primordial Matter * or ‘ Time ’ and so 
forth ? Is it a composite made up of Atoms ? Or is it not so composed at 
.all?—And in view of such speculations, the ‘ Smoke ’ as the Reason would 
become ‘ inadmissible ’ by one party or the other.— (2746) 

It has been argued by the Mimdtnsaka, under Text 2322, that—“ Being 
perceived as following from effort has been adduced as a Reason for the Word 
being a product and non-etemal;—^this is Inconclusive, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2747). 

As REGARDS * INTENTIONAL DESTRUCTION \ ETC. THESE ARE NOT ADMITTED 

TO BE PRODUCnVB (CAUSE) OF THE EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 
THE COGNITION FOLLOWING FROM EFFORT ;—^BECAUSE 
THESE ARE ALL PURELY * ILLUSORY — (2747) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cognition following from effort ’ is the effect,—of which the producer 
or cause,—^is said to be * Intentional Destruction*, etc.; but these are not 
admitted to be such cause.—Such is the construction of the sentence. 

If it is in accordance with the view of the SatUrdrUikas that the Incon* 
clusiveness of our Reason is urged by the Mlmdmsaka ,—^then such ‘ Iricon- 
elusiveness ’ cannot be admitted; because, according to those same philo¬ 
sophers, the ‘ Intentional Destruction etc. have a purely ‘ illusory ’ existence; 
and what is illusory cannot be productive of any effect; for, if it were, then it 
would lose that illusory character; because what is capable of effective action 
must be reaU and everything other than this must be illusory ; such are the 
characteristics of reality and illusoriness (unreality).—(2747) 


If the * Inconclusiveness * urged is from the standpoint of the Vaibhd^ikas, 
—even so, these people do not regard ‘ Pratisankhyd-nirodha ’ and the rest 
as of the nature of * Destruction *, as you liave represented them to be.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (2748-2749). 

The two * nirodhas ’ are not regarded as being of the nature of 
* Destruction ’; because ‘ PreUisarikhyd-nirodha ’ is regarded 

AS ‘ DISSOCIATION FROM IMPURITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
WISDOM ONE AFTER THE OTHER ’; WHILE ‘ ApvatisaAkhyd- 

nirodha ’ is that which serves as an absolute 

BAR to the APPEARANCE OF THE IMPURITIES.— 

Thus people, not knowing the true 

DOCTRINES, AND DEPENDING UPON THE 
WRONG NOTIONS OP THINGS, CONTINUE 

TO WOBBLE.— (2748-2749) 

COMMENTARY. 

*The two nirodhas '— ^i.e. Pratisahkhyd-nirodha and Aproitisa'dkhyd* 
nirodha 

Question :—“ In what form then are they regarded ? ” 
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Answer: —‘ Sdshrayaih, etc. etc. ’—There is ‘ nirodha *—‘ dissociation *— 
from Impurities—^which is attained by ‘ pratiaarJchyd \ wiadom ; hence this 
is called ‘ Pratieafdchyd-nirodha \ And this varies with each associated 
object; hence the text has added the phrase * one after the othsr The idea is 
that as many of ‘ associated ’ factors there are, so many are the ‘ dissociated ’ 
factors also.—^As regards the ^ apratiaai^khyd^rmodha ',—^this is the name 
given to that Dissociation which serves as an absolute bar against future 
impurities.—^This is due, not to wisdom, but, to the inefficiency of the causali 
factors ; that is the reason why it is called ‘ Aprati8ankhyd-nirodha'\ 

This has been thus declared—‘ Praiimidchyd-nirodha consists in dissocia* 
tion one after the other; the other, Apra;timhlchyd-nirodha, consists in the 
absolute bar to the birth of the impurities ’.— (2748-2749) 


Even if these were of the nature of ‘ Destruction *,—there is no ‘ falsity ^ 
or ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ in our Reason.—^This is what is pointed out in the 
following:— 


TEXT (2750). 

The Akdsha and the ‘ Destbuction ’ do not ‘ follow from effort — 

AS THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF CHARACTER. WhAT FORM 
THE BASIS OF THE IDEA OF THESE ARB : (1) THE POT¬ 
SHERDS, (2) THE MASS OF LIGHT AND SO FORTH. 

—(2750)* 

COMMENTARY. 

* PraycUnd, etc. etc.^ —^This compound is to be construed with ‘ na \ 

“ Why ? ” 

‘ Becanee they are entirely devoid of character ’. —^Because ‘ Destruction * 
consists merely in the negation of the existence of things,—and ‘ Akdsha * 
consists merely in the negation of Tangibility; hence both these— Akdsha 
and Destruction,—are devoid of character^ featureless. How then can they be 
following after effort ? As it is only character that can be capable of effective 
action. 

Question :—“ What then is the basis of the idea of the Destruction, 
etc. ? ” 

Answer: —‘ The pieces, etc. etc."—^mass of light ’; ‘ and so forth ’ includes 
mass of darkness also.—(2750) 


It has been urged by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2333, that—“ If it is 
indefinite, then such a thing cannot bo either entirely eternal or entirely 
non-etemal, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2751). 

The idea op a dual character op any objective entity has been 
REJECTED. Consequently, in the case op the Jab, it is 
NOT possible that ONE ASPECT OP IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL, 

IN THE SHAPE OP THE ‘ UNIVERSAL '.—(2751) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmaaka, under Text 2336, that—In 
the same manner the exact nature of non-eternality also has to be considered, 
etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2752). 

^ Non-eternauty ’ IS HELD TO CONSIST MERELY IN the overthrow (negation) 
of the existing state, and it is this that is the Probandum 
(in our argument) ; and the Lamp provides a clear 
corroborative Instance op the same.— (2752) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ non-eternality * that is meant to be our Probandum is that which 
is merely of the nature of the negation of the existing state ; and in corrobora¬ 
tion of this, we have the instance of the Lamp and such things. Wherefore 
then can our Corroborative Instajice be ‘ devoid of the Probandum* ?—(2752) 

In the following texts the Author puts forward—^from the Opponent’s 
standpoint—^the objection that the Instance of the Lamp also is ‘ devoid of 
the Probandum ’;— 

TEXTS (2753-^2755). 

The perishability (non-eternauty) op the Lamp-plamb is not 

ADMITTED. WhAT HAPPENS IN ITS CASE IS THAT VERY SUBTLE 
PORTIONS OP IT PASS ON TO ANOTHER PLACE VERY QUICKLY ; 

A LARGE MASS OP LiGHT REMAINS AT THE POINT OP THE 
WICK ; THAT PORTION WHICH GOES UPWARD IS CALLED THE 
' PLAME ' ; THAT WHICH PASSES EVEN BEYOND THAT 
CONSISTS OP MERE LiGHT (DIPPUSED) ; THAT 
WHICH PASSES STILL PURTHBR IS TOO 
SUBTLE TO BE PERCEIVED.’’— 

(2753-2755) 

COMMENTARY. 

The portions of the Flame pass on from point to point, very quickly; 
and it does not perish in a moment.—(2753-2756) 
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Question : —Why do not they all move along at one and the same time T 
Answer :— 

TEXT (2766). 

“ The path being obstructed by those that have gone before, 

THE others do NOT GO FORWARD AT THE SAME TIME ; AS THE 
previous ones GO ON MAKING BOOM, SO THE LATER 
ONES PROCEED FORWARD.”— (2766) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question : —If the said portions of the Flame are capable of moving 
about, why do not they burn the grass or cotton that lies near it ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2757). 

“ Even though they move about, they do not operate upon 
THE GRASS AND OTHER THINGS.”— (2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that it is only when the Flame is in the massed form 
that it becomes operative,—not when it is scattered about.— (2767) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (2767 Second Half). 

All this is mere assumption ; as no proof for it has been 

ADDUCED.— (2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) what the other party has said, the 
Author points out defects in their argument;— 

TEXT (2758). 

Further, so long as the potency (of the Flames) remains 

UNAFFECTED,—WHEN THEY COME INTO CONTACT WITH GRASS, 
COTTON AND SUCH THINGS,—THE POSSIBILITY OF 
THESE BEING BURNT DOES NOT CEASE; AS 
BEFORE.— (2758) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So long as^ etc.' —of the parts of the Flame. 

* As before ' —as in the massed state;—there being no difference between 
the flame in the two states.— (2768) 
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If it is admitted that there is difference in the Flame in the two states,— 
then the loss of eternality becomes inevitable.—^This is what is pointed out 
in the following;— 


TEXT (2759). 

Ip it were not so, then what sort of ‘ eternal thing ’ WOULD THE 
Flame be,—^when there remains the difference between 
ITS efficient and inefficient states ?— (2769) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2759) 

It has been argued by the Mirmmsaka, under Text 2339 that—“ The 
eternality of the Sentence may be asserted in the same manner as that of 
the Relationship (between Word and Meaning) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2760). 

The eternality of the Relationship has been already rejected ; 

HENCE it is not RIGHT THAT THE ETERNALITY OF THE SENTENCE 
SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PROVED IN THE SAME MANNER 
AS THAT OF THE RELATIONSHIP.— (2760) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the idea that under your {Mimdmaaka^s) view, the sentence itself 
is impossible, of which you are seeking to prove the eternality,—^the author 
proceeds to discuss the nature of the Sentence — 


TEXT (2761). 

What is the ‘ Sentence ’ of which you are postulating the 
Eternality ? Is it what consists only of the Letters ? 

Or of the Letters as appearing in a certain order 
op sequence ? Or is it something different 
(prom the Letters) ?— (2761) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Is the ‘Sentence* only the Letters pure and simple, without any 
qualifications ?—Or (2) is it the Letters with the qualification of appearing in 
a certaip order of sequence ?—Or (3) is it something different from the 
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Letters,—in the form of Sphofa ?—^There are these three possible views.— 
<2761) 

The following Text points out the objections against the first view (that 
the ‘ Sentence ’ consists of the Letters only ):— 


TEXT (2762). 


Lbttbbs, devoid op order of sequence, cannot be expressive ; 

HENCE SUCH LETTERS CANNOT CONSTITUTE THE 

‘ Sentence — (2762) 


COMMENTARY. 

The objections against the second view (that the Sentence consists in 
the Letters arranged in a certain order) are stated in the following Texts :— 


TEXTS (2762-2766). 

Nor can the Letters have an order op sequence. As they are 
all-pervading and eternal, there cannot be any sequence 
IN them op either Time or Place,—like what there is in the 
letters reduced to writing, or in the case op Fruits and 
Flowers.—^If the order of sequence were inherent in the 
Letters themselves, then they would always be in the 
FORM ‘ sa-ra never in the form ‘ rasa ’; as the latter would 
BE incompatible WITH THE FORMER ORDER, WHICH IS ETERNAL. ThE 
letter ‘ Ea ’ THAT MIGHT BE ELSEWHERE CANNOT BE SAID TO 
APPEAR IN ANY OTHER ORDER OF SEQUENCE, FROM OUT OF AlR. 

Because every one of the Letters has been declared to be 
one AND eternal. If it were not so, then ‘ Recognition ’ put 

FORWARD BY YOU AS A REASON FOR ETERNALITY ’ AND ‘ ONENESS ' 

WOULD BE Inconclusive ; as it would be present even when 
THE Letters are diverse.— (2762-2766) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Nor can the Letters, etc. etcJ* —Because the order of sequence among 
things can be of only two kinds—spacial and chronological;—there is order 
of sequence in space, as in the Letters reduced to writing; and there is order 
of sequence in Time as in the case of the series consisting of the seed-sprout- 
trunk-flower-fruit.—The first kind of sequence (that is of space) is not 
possible in the case of Letters,—^because they are all-pervading;—^the Letters 
pervading over all things; consequently,—as in Akdsha, so in Letters also— 
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there ocui be no sequence due to breaks in the continuity, because they 
occupy the whole space entirely; as all things subsist in one part of Akdslui 
only.—^Nor can sequence in time belong to Letters; because, being 
eternal, they must be all synchronous. 

Then again, the order of sequence could either be made by man or be 
inherent in the Letters. It is not held to be due to man; as in that case the 
Veda would have to be regarded as the work of man .—If then, the sequence 
is inherent in the Letters, then the form would always be ‘ «o-m ’,—never 
‘ ra-sa \ 

Nor can it be admitted that the Letters appearing in different words 
are different; because Letters have been proved to be eternal on the ground 
of their being recognised as the same everywhere. And it is the denial of this 
sameness that would be asserted in the said proposition (that they are 
different in different words). Otherwise Recognition (as the reason for 
eUrnalUy) would be Inconclusive.—(2762-2766) 


It might be argued that—“ the Sentence shall consist in the order of 
sequence in the manifestation (and appearance of the Letters) 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2767). 

The order of sequence in the ‘ manifestation ' cannot constitute 
THE Sentence, because it has been shown that there can be 
NO ‘ manifestation ’ OF WHAT IS ETERNAL.—FOR THIS 
REASON THE ETERNAUTY OP THE SENTENCE 
CANNOT BE DUE TO ITS BEING RELATED 
TO THE Universal ‘ Sentence 
—(2767) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particle ‘ cha ’ implies that the Sentence cannot consist of the 
Sphofa as something different from the Letters;—the idea being that that 
idea has been rejected by the Mimdmsakas themselves. 

‘ Nitye vyakti, etc, etc,' —^That is, it having been shown that there can 
be no ‘ manifestation ’ of what is eternal.—(2767) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, imder Text 2339, that—“ What 
is said by the Buddhist may be possible in the case of such technical terms 
as ‘ Vfddhi' because these deal with perceptible things ; but in the case of 
the Veda, the idea of convervtionality cannot be possible, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2768-2769). 

JCJST AS THE TECHNICAL WORDS LIKE ‘ vrddhi * HAVE THEIB MEANINGS- 
CREATED BY THE WHIM OF MAN,—SO MAY ALSO BE REGARDED TO BE 

THE CASE WITH WORDS LIKE ‘ Svatga \ ‘ Yoga' and so forth.— 

In the case of such works of men as stories, dramas 

AND novels, the CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS AND 
MEANINGS IS NEVER MEANT TO BE REAL AND 
ETERNAL.— (2768-2769) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ IchchhdrachUa, etc' —^Whose meanings have been created by the wish 
of man. 

‘ Utpadya ’—^The unheard of story created by the writer,—^like that of 
MahdshvUd; —and the drama, etc. which also have the same character.— 
In the case of these the connection between words and their meanings is not 
meant to be eternal, in the shape of an inherent potency. The same may be 
regarded to be the case with the Veda also.—^This is the sense of the Text ,— 
(2768-2769) 

In the following text, an objection—^based upon the Inadmissibility of 
the Corroborative Instance—is raised against the above argument,—^from 
the standpoint of the other party :— 


TEXT (2770). 

‘‘ In the CASE OF THE WORKS CITED ALSO, THE potency IS ETERNAL 
THE NON-ETERNALITY ATTACHES ONLY TO THE PARTICULAR USE 

OF THE Word ; and it is on account of this latter 

FACT THAT THERE ARISE DOUBTS REGARDING 
THE ETERNAL POTENCY.”— (2770) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the said stories, etc. also, the potency is held to be eternal. 
But the particular use of the words—^which is made even when the things 
spoken of are not real,—which is made by men, is what is not-eternal; and 
it is by reason of this that there arise doubts regarding the eternal'potency.— 
Hence the corroborative Instance cited (by the Buddhist) is ‘ inadmissible 
-—( 2770 ) 


The answer to the above is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2771). 

In BBAUTY, the thing spoken op in these WOEKS has no BEAL 

EXISTENCE OUTSIDE ; WHEBEIN THEN COULD THE MEANING BE 
ATTBIBUTED ?—^Ip IT BE SAID THAT—THE MEANING IS AT* 
TBIBUTED TO THE BEPLBCTBD CONCEPTUAL CONTENT — 

THEN, THE SAME MAY BE SAID BEGABDING THE VBDA 
ALSO,— (2771) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Existence outside ’—^Things like Mahdshvetd have had no real existence 
in the external world.—(2771) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka under Text 2340, that—“ who 
has perceived the connection of such things as Heaven, Sacrifice, etc., all of 
'Which are beyond the reach of the senses ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2772-2773). 

Who can bveb cognise the Potency, in the pobm op the connection 

BETWEEN THE WOBD AND ITS MEANING ? ThAT IS WHY IN THE 
CASE OF THE VeDA, EVEN THE USe IS NOT BEGARDED AS DUB TO 
HUMAN AGENCY.—It COULD NOT BE LEARNT FROM MORE 
EXPERIENCED PEOPLE ; BECAUSE, BY THEMSELVES, 

THESE ALSO ARE EQUALLY IGNORANT. ThB ONLY 
COGNITION THEREFORE THAT MAY BE 
POSSIBLE IS THROUGH THE EXPLANA¬ 
TIONS PROVIDED BY MEN.— 

(2772-2773) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—By implication, you have yourself shown 
that the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda that there is proceeds only 
from the explanations provided by men. Because by its very nature, the 
potency rests in supersensuous things;—Whence the use or employment of 
the Word in regard to this potency cannot be due to man; nor can the 
cognition of it be derived from the more experienced people; because all 
these also are equally ignorant;—^the case therefore would be like the know¬ 
ledge of Colour being obtained from blind men.—^Hence, by implication, it 
follows that the usaid cognition must be due to explanations provided by 
men; there is no other aternative possible.—(2772-2773) 

The Opponent brings forward the following objection:— 
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TEXT (2774). 

“ This objection is equally applicable to the S:;riptures composed 
(by Persons).”— (2774) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objection that has been urged is applicable also to those scriptures 
that have been composed (by Persons). For instance, the question can 
reasonably be raised—whether the ideas that modern people derive from the 
words of Buddha and others dealing with supersensuous things are in accord¬ 
ance with the intentions of those Persons,—or the reverse.— ( 2774 ) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 

TEXT (2774). 

Not so ; because to these (Scriptures) people have recourse 
through faith and confidence, even in regard to things 
TILVT are open TO DOUBT. —(2774) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tatra ’—to the Scripture propounded by a Personality, which deals 
with matters useful to men. That is, the wise followers of Buddha have 
recourse to their scriptures in full accordance with Reason,—and not by 
mere hearsay. 

‘ Faith and confidence \ —The confidence born of well-ascertained 
notions obtained by means of the due pondering over reasons; as it is in 
things thus ascertained through proofs that people have confidence,—not 
in anything else ; as in regard to other things, doubts never cease. 

‘ Things that are open to dovbt' —^In the case of assertions of Personalities, 
as the Person expresses what ho means, there is a possibility of such ideas 
having come down tlirough an unbroken line of men who have heard it from 
their predecessors ; so that it is possible that there is an unbroken lino of 
Tradition from the author down to the present day ; and hence the ideas 
expressed are true. Such ground for confidence is not available in the case 
of the Scripture that has not proceeded from a Personality ; as there is no 
Person who actually taught it.—Further, if there were a Teacher, then, as 
such a Teacher would ‘be led to propound the Teachings for the benefit of 
men, it stands to reason that he would propound through words well-known 
among men ; so that the meanings of those words could be rightly learnt from 
such use by the Teacher. This is not possible in the case of the Scripture 
that is not the work of a Person ; as there can be no intention or effort in 
that case.—(2774) 

Question : —“ If this is so, then why do you not act in accordance with any 
Scripture (from among those propoimded by human beings) ? Mere doubt¬ 
fulness would be equally present in the case of all ”. 

The answer to this objection is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2775). 

[We have confidence in the Scripture] the assertions whereof 

ARE FOUND TO BE CONFIRMED BY PERCEPTION AND INFERENCE.— 

That cannot be the case with the Veda ; as this 

HAS BEEN HELD TO BE SELF-SUFFICIENT IN ITS 
AUTHORITY.— (2775) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the matter spoken of in the Scripture is not found to he incom¬ 
patible with facts ascertained by Perception and Inference,—and one acts 
in accordance with this,—then alone does he act wisely,—even though the 
matter be in doubt;—not when he acts otherwise ; because doubts regarding 
its being wrong and undesirable are aroused only by its being found to be con¬ 
trary to well-ascertained facts of Perception (and Inference). 

“ If that is so, then in the case of the Veda, people woilld be acting in 
the same way.” 

Answer :—* That cannot, etc,* 

* As this has been held to he selj-sufficient, etc, etc *—that is, it is regarded 
as an authority by itself; hence in this case it cannot be right to act after 
having examined the teachings by proofs and reasonings; as in that case, 
the authority or reliability of the Veda would be due to something exterior 
to itself. 

Nor is it possible for the teachings of the Veda to be confirmed. Because 
in the Veda we read of the man, in dtie course, being the actor and the 
experiencer, —^his own prt'ceding and succeeding forms being imperishable and 
unborn;—^and this cannot be right; as has been explained under the chapter 
dealing with the ‘ Soul ’.—^Then again, we read there of the eternality of 
certain entities; and that this also is wrong has been explained under the 
cliapter dealing with the ‘ Permanence of Things — Thirdly, the followers of 
the Veda have held that there exist such things as the ‘ Universal ’ and the 
like, which, though really imperceptible, are declared to be perceptible; and 
similarly the successive Birth, Existence and Cessation of things have also 
been spoken of; all of which are absolute impossibilities.—Similarly, it has been 
taught that the Agent in whom no fresh attributes can be added, and w^ho had 
not produced a single thing before, becomes the producer of something else ; 
and similarly it has been taught that an established entity, though not 
produced as an effect, continues to exist, on the strength of something else ;— 
and also the destruction of things by certain causes; and so on and so 
forth;—much is found that is quite contrary to all Forms of Right Cogni¬ 
tion.—How then could any intelligent person undertake any activity on the 
authority of such a Scripture (as the Veda) ?—(2775) 

Kumdrila has put forward another argument in support of the eternalitj^ 
of the Connection between Word and its meaning; and it is pointed out in 
the following Text that that argument is invalidated as ‘ Inconclusive 
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with a view to such works composed by men as Stories, Dramas and the 
like:— 

TEXT (2776). 

What the other party has urged in this connection is most irre¬ 
levant AND HAS been SAID WITHOUT PERCEIVING THAT THE 
SAID CHARACTER OF ORIGINAL STORIES AND DRAMAS, ETC. 

IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN THE VeDA ALSO.— 

(2776) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Original stories^ etc .'—those whose subject-matter is entirely new. 

^ Said character,' —e.g. that of being composed by the mere whim of 
man.—(2776) 

Question :—“ What is it that has been said by the other party ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXTS (2777-2778). 

Barring the eternality of the Word and its Meaning, there 

COULD BE no OTHER REASON FOR ACCEPTING THE ETERNALITY OF 

THEIR Relationship. Therefore in regard to the Veda, 

THERE CAN BE NO BEGINNING FOB THE SAID RELATIONSHIP.— 

The Inference of the origination of the said Relation¬ 
ship IS negatived by the absence of MEANS (CAUSES) ; 
and as for THE INFERENCE OF THE NON-ASSERTIBILITY 
of PRE-ESTABLISHED RELATIONSHIP, IT IS SET ASIDE 
BY DIRECT SENSE-PERCEPTION.”— [Shlokavdrtika — 
SarnbandMk^epa’parihdra, 136-138].—(2777-2778) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Word ' —consisting of Letters ;—‘ its meaning ' —^the Universal;— 
both of these being beginningless, their Relationship also—^in the shape of 
denotative Potency—must be beginningless; that is to say, Potency being 
not-different from the thing to which it belongs, there can be no means of 
bringing about the said Relationship, whence it is inferred that there is no 
bringing about of it. 

The argument is formulated as follows:—^When one thing is devoid of 
the means of bringing about another thing,—the former cannot bring about 
the latter ;—the Potter is unable to make the Jar, when he is devoid of the 
means of making it, in the shape of the Clay, Revolving Stick, Wheel, Water, 
Thread and so forth;—all men are devoid of the means of making the 
Relationship (between Words and meanings); hence there is apprehension 
of a character contrary to the wider character. 
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The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded as Inadmissible. Because 
it has been already proved that all men are without such means, under the 
passage—‘ To whom would the Speaker have recourse to for the purpose of 
making up the Relationship for the benefit of the Hearer ? ’ 

Question :—If that is so, then, as of the Cause, so of the absence of the 
assertion of Relationship itself, an Inference may be put forward. 

The answer to that is that for the proving of the ‘ absence of the said 
assertion the Reason—‘ being devoid of the means ’—would be inadmisaihle. 
—(2777-2778) 

In the following Text, the Mlnidniaaka shows how the said Reason would 
be Inadmissible:— 


TEXT (2779). 

'‘ The only means (of comprehending the meaning) consists in the 

PERCEIVING OF ITS REPEATED COMPREHENSION BY EXPERIENCED 
PEOPLE. And CERTAINLY THE FAILURE OF SUCH MEANS CANNOT 
BE ADMITTED, IN REGARD TO THE BRINGING ABOUT OF 
THE COMPREHENSION — [Shlokavdrtika-Sambamlhd- 

ksepa-pariMra, 138-139].—(2779) 

COMMENTARY. 

The comprehension of the Relationship by experienced persons—per¬ 
ceived again and again—-is the only way of asserting that Relationship : 
unless one knows the Relationship himself, ho cannot speak of it to another 
person. 

‘ The failure of such means," —i.e. the said moans being ineffective. 

‘ The comprehension ’—of the Relationship.—(2779) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out the defects in 
the above reasoning (of the Mlmdmsaka ):— 


TEXT (2780). 

All this would be true, only if there were certainty in regard 
TO the meaning of the Veda ; only in that case could the 
NOTIONS obtained FROM EXPERIENCED MEN BE TRUE (iN 
CONSONANCE WITH IT) ; OTHERWISE THE WHOLE FABRIC 
WILL FALL TO THE GROUND.— (2780) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (under Text 2777) above that—“ Barring the 
beginninglessness of the Word and its Meaning, etc. etc. ”—If, it is etemalUy 
of the Word and Meaning that is meant by their ‘ beginninglessness *,—^then 
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that is inadmissible ; as the much wider conclusion to the contrary has 
been established in the form of the ‘ Perpetual Flux 

If what is meant by the ‘ beginninglessness ’ of the Word and Meaning 
is that there is no beginning of the series of causes and effects,—then the 
Reason is ‘Inconclusive’, and also ‘Contradictory’; because the Relation¬ 
ship has no existence apart from the Relatives ; and consequently, that rela¬ 
tionship also would be eternal like the Word and Meaning. 

As regards ‘Being devoid of the means, etc.’ (Text 1978),—that also is 
‘ Inadmissible ’ ; because it has been proved that even when there is dif¬ 
ference by their nature, there are some things that are capable of bringing 
about the idea of sameness. Consequently, what is meant is that there is 
a means available in the shape of the idea of the sameness of the thing cog¬ 
nised by both Speaker and Hearer. And it has also been pointed out (Text 
2773) that ‘ the Cognition cannot be obtained from the experienced men, 
and they also are equally ignorant ’. 

‘ Otherwise, it would fall to the ground ’ ;—If it be held that “ the 
experienced persons, though themselves ignorant, comprehend the Rela¬ 
tionship ”—then such a view would be clearly contrary to a fact of Sense- 
perception ; the Proposition being like the assertion of the blind man relating 
to Colours.—(2780) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2341, that—“ As 
regards the argument based upon the fact of the Veda being an aggregate, 
the counter-argument should bo stated as follows :—Vedic study is always 
preceded by previous study,—because it is called ‘ Vedic study ’,—like the 
study carried on at the present time ”. 

The answ'er to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2781). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO ‘ COl^NTER-ARGUMENT ’ AGAINST 

THE Reason ‘ because it is an aggregate ’; because this is 

A CHARACTER WHOSE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE HAS 
BEEN RECOGNISED AS EMBRACING ALL THINGS. 

—(2781) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, the character of having its invariable concomitance with all 
things has been duly recognised. 

This shows that the Buddhist argument proceeds on the nature and 
capacity of things ; as nothing else can embrace all things. And when 
an Inference has proceeded on the strength of the natiu'e and capacity of 
things, there can be no counter-argument against it. Because the nature of 
things cannot be altered; nor is it possible for two mutually contradictory 
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characters to subsist in the same thing; or else it would cease to be one 
thing.—-(2781) 

The following text points out the all-embracing character of the said 
Reason (Premiss):— 


TEXTS (2782-2783). 

When Letters are expressive, with distinct meanings, and appear 
IN a particular order of sequence,—THEY COME TO BE KNOWN 
AS ‘ Word ‘ Sentence ’ and such groups ; it is these that 

HAVE BEEN SO SPOKEN OF AS ' AGGREGATES —AnD IT HAS BEEN 
SHOWN THAT ALL THIS—EXPRESSIVENESS, DISTINCT MEANINGS 
AND ORDER OF SEQUENCE—^IS IMPOSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF 

Words not emanating from Personalities.—Hence the 
Invariable Concomitance (Premiss, put forward 
BY THE Buddhist) remains unshaken.— 

(2782-2783) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So spoken of,^ —i.e. as * aggregates ’. 

If Letters do not emanate from Personalities, then all this—expressive¬ 
ness and the rest—is impossible; this has been proved by us already. And 
thus our Invariable Concomitance (i.e. the Premiss) becomes fully established. 
-( 2782 - 2783 ) 

Says the Opponent;—“ The Reason (Premiss) that we have put forward 
(under 2342 ), —‘ beca\ise it is preceded by Vedic study —also comprehends 
all things ; as the Author of the Veda has never been found ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2784). 

There is no such certainty of invariable concomitance in regard 
TO ‘ the character of being spoken of as Vedic shidy ’ : hence 
SUCH a Reason is open to the charge of its negative 
concomitance being doubtful.— (2784) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such certainty ’—as there is regarding the character of ‘ being an aggre¬ 
gate ’ ; because in the case of ‘ being an aggregate its negative concomitance 
with the contrary of the Probandum is ru)t in doubt;—as it is in the case of 
the other party’s reason—(‘ being spoken of as Vedic study ’).—(2784) 


'The same idea is further explained :— 
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TEXTS (2786-2786). 

If it were known for certain that men are unable to bring about 

THE SAID ORDER OP LETTERS, ETC.—THEN ALONE WOULD THERE 

BE THE Invariable Concomitance desired by the other 
PARTY. That, however, can never be known for 

CERTAIN ; SUCH A CERTAINTY COULD BE OBTAINED ONLY 
IF THE CAPACITY AND PROPERTY OF ALL MEN WERE 
PERCEPTIBLE ; AND THIS COULD BE POSSIBLE 
ONLY FOR A PERSON WHO IS OMNISCIENT.— 

(2785-2786) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Smh order ’—as is found in the case of such Vedic sentences as * Smrga- 
kdmo ’ gni^tom^na yajita ’.—^If it were known for certain that all men were 
unable to compose such collocations of letters, then there might be certainty 
relating to the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) urged by the other party. 
As a matter of fact, however, the said fact cannot be known except by an 
omniscient person.—This is what is pointed out by the words—‘ This would 
he possible only for an omniscient person \ —(2785-2786) 

Says the Opponent—“ There are certain characteristics in the Veda— 
stich as Teaching of Duty, difficulty of pronunciation and the like,—which are 
never found in the words of men; whence it follows that it is inconceivable 
that the Veda should be the work of man; under the circumstances, how 
can our Reason be open to the charge of being doubtful and hence inad¬ 
missible ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2787-2789). 

It IS CLEARLY CONCEIVABLE THAT THE VeDA IS THE WORK OF MAN ; AS 
IT SPEAKS OF WRONGFUL SEXUAL ACTS, KILLING OF ANIMALS AND 
TELLING OF LIBS.—^As FOR THE CHARACTER OF BEING DIFFICULT TO 
PRONOUNCE, THE AGREEABLENESS OF SOUND, DIFFICULTY OF COM¬ 
PREHENSION, disagreeahkness to the ear and so forth,—these 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VEDA ARE FOUND IN THE WORKS 

OF Decriers of the Veda also.— As regards such 
PROPERTIES AS Capacity to cure poison^ etc. that are 
FOUND TO BE TRUE,—THIS IS FOUND ALSO IN THE CASE 

OF Incantations laid down by Vainateya and 
SUCH persons.— (2787-2789) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Author means is as follows :—Even if certain characteristics 
ore not found in human assertions,—^mere non-perception cannot prove 
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anything; so that the Reason still remains doubtful and inadmissible; it 
being just possible that there may be persons who would be able to compose 
works having the said properties of the Veda. 

But the non-perception of the said properties itself cannot be admitted ; 
because there are certain characteristics of the Veda,—such as the laying 
down of such ‘ Duty ’ as consists in wrongful sexual act and the like,—which 
are found in the works of the Decriers of the Veda also. 

‘ Wrongful sexual acts ’—such as.This is laid down in connection 

with the Gosava —sacrifice ; where we read ‘ Upahd udakam chu^ati, etc. etc.’ 
—^where ‘ Upahd ’ stands for the Sacrificor; who is spoken of as suxking uxiter 


In connection with the Ashvamtdha and other sacrifices,— the hilling 
of animals is laid dow’n in the V^oda; in such texts as—‘ At midday, six 
hundred animals are used, etc. etc.’ 

Telling of Lies —has been taught in the text—‘ Lying in joke does no 
harm; nor lying to w^omen; or at the time of marriage; or when there is 
danger to life ; or when there is danger of losing one’s entire property ; on 
these five occasions Lying is not sinful ’. 

The mention of these is found in the Veda ; and these are found in the 
works of the detractors of the Veda also. 

‘ Tathd ’—also—‘ Difficulty of pronouncing ’,—‘ Agreeableness, ’ ‘ Incom¬ 
prehensibility ’—such as in the Veniic text, ‘ Amandrairindra, etc,' ; where the 
construction is difficult and far-fetched—‘ d ’ being connected with ‘ ydhi ’ 
occurring later on ;—‘ Disagreeable to the ear ’.—‘ Adi ’—includes broken 
words, ultra-long vowels, and difficulties of accentuation and so forth. 

The capacity to cure poison, etc ,—Or ‘ removing of poison ’ and ‘ peculiar 
potency ’.—‘ Etc,' includes the curing of obsession by elements and other 
evil spells. 

‘ True ’—compatible with the real state of things. 

‘ Vainateya, etc, ’—‘ Etc. ’ stands for the Incantations current among 
Buddhists and others.— ( 2787 - 2789 ) 

It has been argued by the Mhndmsaka, under Text 2343 , that—“ what 
has been said regarding the Veda might be said regarding the Mahabharata ; 
but it is forestalled by the remembrance of its author, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follow^s :— 


TEXT (2790). 

Cannot in this way an Inference be made regarding the work 
OF HUMAN beings—SUCH AS THOSE OF THE Sugala (Buddha) ? 

—(2790) 

COMMENTARY. 


A similar Inference may be made, such as—The study of the words of 
the Buddha must have been preceded by similar study, because it is spoken 
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of as the ‘ study of the words of the Buddha’,—like the present study of the 
same.—(2790) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how can the words be regarded as those 
of the Buddha ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2791-2792). 

Because its form was revealed by Him, therefore the words are 
called ‘ of the Buddha The remembrance of the author 

THAT IS there MAY ALSO BE REGARDED AS MERELY COM¬ 
MENDATORY. —It might be said that—“ this is not so 
ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER PARTY ” ;—BUT IF THE 

Reason is equally applicable, why cannot it 

BE ACCEPTED ?—Or, IT MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED 
BY THE OTHER PARTY ; EVEN SO, IT MAY 
BE REGARDED AS POSSIBLE, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH REASON.— 

(2791-2792) 

COMMENTARY. 


Its form—character, natiue,—has been revealed by Buddha, 

In this case also, the idea that people have regarding the author of the 
Buddhist Scripture may be explained as purely commendatory. And here 
also ‘ author ’ may bo explained as ‘ rememberer 

The following might be urged—“ The Buddhists do not accept the 
view that the idea of the authorship of Buddha is purely commendatory,— 
hence why should you base your argument on this ? ” 

Anstver :—‘ The Reason being equally applicable (to Mahabhdrata and 
the Buddhist Scripture), etc. etc.’—If the idea is in accord with Reason, 
then why should the Buddliist not accept it ? It is not right for intelligent 
men not to accept what is in accordance with reason. 

Even if the intelligent Buddhist does not accept this idea,—we still 
put this to you purely on the ground of reason.—(2791-2792) 


This idea is confirmed by the words of the Mhndmsaka himself— 
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TEXTS (2793-2796) 

^ At all times, men are mostly prone to telling lies ; just as there 

IS NO CONFIDENCE IN REGARD TO THINGS PRESENT, SO ALSO THERE 
IS NONE REGARDING THE DESCRIPTION OP PAST EVENTS* (SMoka- 

vdrtika S(Jtra 1. 1. 2; 144).—By this reason op your own, 

THERE CAN BE NO PERSON RECOGNISED AS THE AUTHOR OF 
ANY WORK AT ALL ; EVEN THOUGH HE MAY BE DECLARING 
IT TO BE HIS OWN WORK.—^ThUS THEN, PLEASE ABANDON 
ALL HOPE IN THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE WORD WHICH 
DOES NOT PROCEED FROM A PERSONALITY ; SPECIALLY 
AS IN SUCH WORDS HAVE BEEN MENTIONED MANY 
THINGS CONTRARY TO WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

IN THE Veda.— (2793-2795) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ By this reasoning, etc. etc.' —i.o. the reasoning just stated. 

The following might be urged—“ Let all the Scriptures be such as are 
not the work of Personalities ”. 

The answer to that is—‘ Thics then, etc. etc.' —That is, the mere fact of 
not being the work of Personality cannot prove the truthful character of the 
Revelation ; as such a Reason would be ‘ inconclusive in view of the 
words of Buddha and others. Because these latter speak of many things— 
such as ‘ there is no Soul ’ and so forth,—which are contrary to what is said 
in the Veda, and which, according to you, are not true. And it is just possible 
to su.spect that the same may be the case with the words of the Veda also. 
-(2793-2795) 

The ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ of the MirnamsaJca's reasoning has been shown. 
The Author now proceeds to show that it is ‘ Contradictory ’ also, inasmuch 
as it demolishes what is desired by him— 


TEXT (2796). 

Then again, in this way what would be proved would be only 
heginninglessness, not freedom from personal authorship. Under 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE VeDA WERE REGARDED AS NOT 
THE WORK OF ANY PERSON, THEN THE SAME MAY BE SAID 
IN REGARD TO OTHER REVELATIONS ALSO.— (2796) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Mlmdmsaka desires to prove is the fact that the Veda is not 
the work of man ; but what is proved by his reason is not this,—but, merely 
the fact of its being without beginning. 
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It might be argued that—“ when it has been proved that it is without 
beginning, then, by implication it also becomes proved that it is not the 
work of man ; because what is the work of a person cannot be without 
beginning 

The answer to this is—“ Under the circumatancea, etc, etc '—That is, 
on the ground of there being no begimiing, if a Revelation were proved to be 
not the work of man, then the same may be said regarding the customs of 
the Pdraaikaa and others (in whose case also, there has been no beginning),— 
(2796) 

The same idea is further explained— 


TEXT (2797). 

The customs of the Pdraslkas and others may be based upon others ; 
AND the doctrine OF THE AtHEISTS ALSO MAY HAVE ITS 
SOURCE IN THE IDEAS OF OTHER PEOPLE. 

—(2797) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Based upon others ’—propounded through the ideas of other people. 

‘ Having their source in, etc, etc' —i,e. that which has its source in the 
notions and impressions of other people.—Or ‘that which is prone to be 
brought about by the impressions of other people The ‘ Ka ’—affix in 
this case would have the reflexive sense.—It would be so, because even those 
doctrines that have been propounded on the strength of the propounder’s 
own intuition,—proceed on the basis of the objective conceptions handed 
down by other people ; hence these also have their source in tliose same con¬ 
ceptions, just as is the case with the customs of people based entirely 
upon what is actually visible.—(2797) 

It might be argued that—“ all these may bo regarded as free from 
human authorship ”. 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (2798). 

Even if freedom from authorfihip were proved,—what good would 

THAT DO TO YOU ? AS THE WHOLE ATTEMPT OF YOURS HAS 
BEEN TOWARDS THE ESTABLISHING OF TRUTHFULNESS. 

—(2798) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such ' —i.p. in regard to which there is likelihood of being untrue. 
—(2798) 
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It has been argued by the Mwmmmkay under Text 2344, that—“ Tlie 
Past and the Future times can have no connection with any author of the 
Veda, etc. etc.’*. 

The answer to that is as follows:— 


TEXTS (2799-2800). 

As regards the Probans— being time ’ and ‘ being person 

THE NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE OF THESE IS DOUBTFUL ; BECAUSE, AS 
SHOWN BEFORE, IT HAS NOT BEEN PROVED THAT MAN IS IN¬ 
CAPABLE OF DOING THE WORK IN QUESTION.—ThE IDEA 

OF ‘ Manifestation ’ also has been rejected. 

Hence the speaker himself should be re- 
carded as the ‘ author ’ (Maker). Thus 

THEN, IN BOTH THE ARGUMENTS, THE 

Instance is devoid of the Pro- 
BANDUMS.— (2799-2800) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact that the incapacity of all men to compose the Veda has been 
proved,—that would have served as the reason annulling the contrary con¬ 
clusion; but as that incapacity has not been proved, the contrary of 
the Premiss remains in doubt. Hence the Reason becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’. 

* As before *—^in the ca.se of the Reason ‘ because it is spoken of as Vedic 
stvdy \ 

^ The Instance is devoid of the Probandum\ —i.e. the instance cited in 
the shape of the ‘ Common man of the present day — (2799-2800) 

It has been asserted by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2340, that— 
“ Please understand that the Vedic word is not false, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXT (2801). 

Because it is dependent upon the teaching of men, and because it 

HAS BEEN PROVED TO BE THE PRODUCT OF EFFORT,—THEREFORE 
‘ FREEDOM FROM THE SPEAKER * DOES NOT RESIDE IN 

THE ‘ Subject ’, nor in the Corroborative 
Instance.— (2801) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘/n the Subject or in the Corroborative Instance^ —^i.e. in that which 
has been mentioned as the ‘ Minor Term or that which has been 
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cited as the Corroborative Instance—(in the argument put forward by the 
Mlmdmsaka) ,—(2801) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2347, that—‘‘ The 
Cognition brought about by the Veda must be correct, because it proceeds 
from the eternal sentence, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2802-2803). 

The eternality of the Sentence having been rejected, the 

CHARACTER OF ‘ PROCEEDING FROM THE ETERNAL SENTENCE ’ IS 

CLEARLY RECOGNISED AS NON-EXISTENT IN THE ‘ SUBJECT ’ 

AND IN THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE.—^ThUS, THEN THE 
FACT OF THE VeDIC INJUNCTION NOT BEING THE WORK 

OF A Person being uncertain, your subsequent 
Reasons also are open to the charge of 
BEING Doubtful — hence — Inadmissible, 

-(2802-2803) 

COMMENTARY. 

Here also, as before, the Reason is ‘ inadmissible and the Corroborative 
Instance is ‘ devoid of the Probandum’. 

The Locative ending in the term ‘ Dharmidr^tdntayoh ’ is with reference 
to the ‘ character of proceeding from the eternal sentence ’. 

‘ Vilkyasya ’—is to be construed with ‘ nilyatve * ; the Genitive ending 
denoting relationship ’. 

‘ Nityavdkyodhhavatvasya * goes with ‘ asiddhih \ 

‘ Pashchims§u ’—the subsequent Reasons—such as ‘ being produced by 
causes free from defects ’ and so forth.— ( 2802 - 2803 ) 

Other two Reasons put forward by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2349, 
are—(1) “ because it is brought about by an assertion that does not proceed 
from an unreliable person ” ;—and (2) “ because there is nothing to annul the 
idea ”. 

It is pointed out below that both of these are ‘ Inadmissible *:— 
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TEXTS (2804-2806). 

When the ‘ Perpetual Flux * has been established, the Veda, as 

SOMETHING ETERNAL BY ITSELF, BECOMES CLEARLY DISCARDED.— 
How THEN CAN THERE BE ANY COGNITION PRODUCED BY IT ?—It HAS 
CERTAINLY BEEN DECLARED IN THE VeDA OFTEN ENOUGH THAT 
‘ IT DOES NOT PERISH ’ IN REGARD TO THE PURU^A (SPIRIT, SoUL) ; 
BUT THE REJECTION OF THIS HAS BEEN CLEARLY SET FORTH ABOVE ; 
HENCE THE REASON IS CLEARLY ‘ INADMISSIBLE *.—If A MAN IS 
CAPABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING TiME, SPACE AND OTHER SoULS 
LIKE THE JUJUBE-FRUIT IN THE PALM OF HIS HANDS,—^HE ALONE 
CAN HAVE A COGNITION FOR WHOM THERE COULD BE NO REJECTION (OF 
THE SAID IDEAS).—(2804-2806) 

COMMENTARY. 

“That which is eternal by itself becomes discarded ”—such is the con¬ 
struction. 

What is meant is as follows:—It having been proved, by Inference 
based upon valid Reasons, that all things are subject to ‘ Perpetual Flux’. 
—the Veda, which has been held to be eternal, becomes discarded. ‘ Svaru- 
perm ’, by itself, has been added with a view to exclude the subject-matter, 

* How can there he any Cognition produced by it ? ’—That is, it cannot be. 
This means that the Reason—‘ because it is brought about by assertions 
not proceeding from an unreliable person ’—is Inadmissible, in respect of its 
substratum. 

The words ‘ It has certainly been, etc, etc,' show that the other Reason— 
‘because it is free from annulment’,—is ‘ inadmissible ’ by itself.—We read 
in the Veda that ‘ being imperishable, it j)orishoth not ’ and ‘ Endestructible 
indeed is this Soul —Of this Soul or Spirit, the rejection has been set forth 
in the chapter dealing with ‘ No-Soul ’. Hence the Reason is surely ‘ inad¬ 
missible ’. 

Says the Opponent:—“There is the clear declaration (in the Shabara- 
Bhdsya) that ‘ Injunction is the name given to the assertion that prompts 
activity ’; which shows that it is only a particular portion of the Veda that 
is called Injunction, not the whole Veda. And it is the * Cognition produced 
by Injunction ’ that has been made the ‘ Subject ’ of our Reasoning. Conse¬ 
quently, even though there may be rejection of the Veda in regard to other 
matters, there can be no rejection of the Injunction. So that the Reason 
remains perfectly admissible ”. 

This does not affect our position. In some place the entire Veda has 
been spoken of as ‘ Chodand ’ (Injunction),—^which name has not always 
been applied to the prompting Sentence only. Otherwise, the sentence ‘ One 
should not injure living beings ’ would not be an Injunction ; as it does not 
prompt to activity. 

This also would be incompatible with the assertion in the Shabara-Bhd^a 
—“ Both are here spoken of in the Injunction,—that which is conducive to 
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welfare as also that which is conducive to trouble ” ;—^because the Injunction 
does not prompt activity that leads to trouble,—which would justify the 
assertion that ‘ Injunction speaks of what is conducive to trouble 

Then again, the Shabara-BJid^a says—“ The Cognition produced by 
the words of men is sometimes uncertain and wrong,—^but there is nothing to 
show that the Cognition produced by the Veda is wrong 

As the eternal Veda has been discarded, you cannot prevent the suspicion 
that the said rejection may apply to the Injunction also. As KiimdrUa 
has declared—“ The fact of the Veda being a means of Right Cognition shall 
be proved by the fact of its not being the work of any Person ”. 

As a matter of fact, it is clearly seen that there is rejection of the asser¬ 
tions of the Veda relating to an eternal Soul,—even though it may not be the 
work of a person ;—^further, in the case of such Vedic assertions as—‘ Heaven 
follows from the performance of the Agnihotra *, the said suspicion (of falsity) 
is inevitable. Hence, as pointed out above, the Reason remains doubtful — 
hence — inadmiaaihle. 

This is the reason why the Author reverts to his previous position and 
reafiirms the idea that the Reason is doubtful — hence—Inadmissible —‘ If a 
man is capable of directly perceiving, etc, etc,^ 

This also serves to set aside the following assertion (made in Shabara- 
Bhd§ya) ;—“ The Cognition produced by the Veda is not found to be wrong 
either at another place or at another time or in another person; hence it 
must be true —(2804-2806) 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2351, that—“ Thus, 
like Light, the Veda being the ‘ Eye ’ for all men, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2807-2808). 

The Veda thus is something of ^VHICH the exact form or 

SUBJECT-MATTER IS NOT KNOWN TO MEN,— 4ND HENCE IT IS LIKE 
DENSE DARKNESS, FOR WHICH ONLY DULL-WITTED PERSONS CAN HAVE 
AN ATTACHMENT ;—LIKE THE ATTACHMENT OF THE PdraslkoS 

TO THEIR Customs. Hence, like the PdroMkas, those 

DULL-WITTED PERSONS ALSO, IGNORANT OF ITS MEANING, 

HAVE RECOURSE TO SUCH SINFUL ACTS AS THE KILLING 
OF ANIMALS AND THE LIKE,—UNDER THE INFLUENCE 
OF THE FRUITION OF THEIR PAST WICKED DEEDS. 

-(2807-2808) 

commentary. 

‘ Rupa ’—form, text;—‘ abhidheya ’—subject-matter.—‘ That of which 
both these are unknown to men.'' 

There is ignorance of the ‘ form ’ of the Veda; as one cannot, either 
by himself, or with the help of others, determine whether tliis is the exact 
letter, or some other letter, in the Text. 
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Similarly there is uncertainty regarding the subject-matter, meaning, 
of the Veda. 

For thase reasons, the Veda is like ‘ dense darkness \—there being no 
light illumining it. 

‘ Past wicked deeds," —i.e. evil impressions left by past misdeeds;—the 
‘ nisyanda \ fruition of that. 

‘ Like them ’—^i.e. Like the Pdraslkas, —(2807-2808) 

It has been asserted by the Mimdmsaka at the very outset, that— 
“ people, seeking for knowledge of Dharma and Adharma, must have 
recourse to the Veda, as the only Means of Right Knowledge 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2809). 

Thus, it has not been proved that the Vedic Injunctions are the 
VALID Means of Right Knowledge of Dharrm ; for the simple 

REASON THAT ITS MEANING CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED BY ANY 
ONE, EITHER BY HIMSELF OR WITH THE HELP OF OTHER 
DULL-WITTED PERSONS.— (2809) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Dharma ’ has been mentioned by way of illustration; it includes 
‘ Adharrna ’ also.—(2809) 


Question :—“ If that is so, then how can any definite idea bo obtained 
regarding Dharma and other things ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2810). 

For these reasons, please seek for a Person whose inner dark¬ 
ness has BEEN dispelled BY THE LIGHT OF KNOWLEDGE, AND 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF TEACHING THE CLEAR MEANING OF 

THE Veda.— (2810) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Inner darknsss ’—Ignorance, ‘ Painful and Unpainful * ;—^who has 
dispelled this by the light of knowledge. 

‘ Clear ’—correct; pure, free from impurities like animal-slaughter, 
wrongful sexual acts and so forth. 

‘ Seek for a teacher *;—^i.e. it is only then that your idea of the Veda 
having no personal author would be of any use; otherwise the meaning 
being not cognisable, the said idea would be futile. 
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What is meant by this is as follows:— 

The notion of yours, that the Veda is self-sufficient in its authority, 
cannot be right unless there is an omniscient Person ;—hence such a Person 
has got to be admitted ;—otherwise the authority and reliability of the Veda 
would be impossible; as explained above. Under the circumstances, 
it is far better to rely upon the word of this Person himself, for the knowledge 
of Dkarma and such matters; what is tlxe use of assuming the Word not 
proceeding from a Person,—the reliability of which Word must always remain 
doubtfid ? 

It has been argued that matters like Dhunna are not amenable to the 
direct meditative Perception of the Mystics.—This assertion also is defective ; 
because it is going to be proved later on, by means of Inference, that there 
can be such perception in the case of Mystics.—(2810) 


End of ClwLiner XXIV 


34 



CHAPTER XXV 


Examination of the Doctrine of ‘ Self-sufficient Validity 

COMMENTARY. 

With the following Text, the author proceeds to furthel* support the idea 
of his doctrine being ‘ free from all self-sufficient Revelation ’ (declared in 
the Introductory Texts):— 

TEXT (2811). 

Thus then, it being established that the Vedas are the work of 
A personality, the self-sufficiency of their authority 
and validity also becomes overthrown without 

EFFORT. —(2811) 

COMMENTARY. 

With a view to establish the authority (and reliability) of the Revealed 
Word, the followers of Jaiinini have declared that of all I^ramart/ift ((Cognitions 
and Means of Cognition) the validity is self-sufiicient, inhe^rent,—and its only 
invalidity is duo to other causes, extrinsic. They argute that if their 
validity were extrinsic (duo to other causes), there would bo an infinite 
regress; which would strike at the root of all notions of . the valid and 
invalid cognitions. 

On this question, thcTe are four views possible:—(1) Sometimes both 
validity and invalidity are inherent;—(2) sometimes both are extrinsic ;— 
(3) Validity is extrinsic and Invalidity is inherent;— (4) Validity is 
inherent and Invalidity is extrinsic. 

(1) The first view is not tenable; because would both Validity and 
Invalidity belong to the same individual cognition ? Or to different ones 
(Validity to one and Invalidity to another) ? It is not possible for two 
mutually contradictory and exclusive characters as Validity and Invalidity 
to belong to one and the same individual.—Nor can they belong to different 
individuals; as there is nothing to determine which would belong to what; 
and hence there could be no certainty regarding it; which would mean that 
there would be no distinction between Valid and Invalid Cognitions which 
would not be confused. Because both being equally independent, there 
could be no certainty as to any particular Cpgnition being valid only. Because, 
as regards Annulment also, all difference between the two would become 
obliterated; and there is no other means admitted that could definitely 
determine the one or the other. Thus any distinction as to one being valid 
and the other invalid would be impossible. 

(2) Nor can the second view be right; because the Cognition that had 
no character previously would have to bo regarded as character-less. Further, 
Validity and Invalidity being mutually exclusive, if both of these were absent, 
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—no other character could be recognised as belonging to it; and thus it 
would become truly ‘ inexplicable ‘ indeterminate —This has been thus 
declared (by Kumarila in Shlokavdrtika — Chodand-Sutra 36 and 37)—‘ Both 
(Validity and Invalidity) cannot be intrinsic, as the two are mutually con¬ 
tradictory ; nor can both be extrinsic; as in this case, the Cognition would 
have to be regarded as featureless (35)... If it be argued that the two 
characters might not be incompatible, as belonging to different Cognitions,— 
even so, as it is not dependent upon anything else, it cannot be determined 
which character belongs to which cognition.’ 

(3) Nor can the third view be right; [that Validity is inherent and In- 
validity, is extrinsic];—as this involves an infinite regress. For instance, 
what is by itself intrinsically invalid, can never be oxpect(?d to bring about 
validity ; because it is itself invalid ; nor could it be expfictod to proceed 
from what is valid ; because it stands on the same footing as the other;— 
if it be expected that validity would come from outside,—then there would 
be an infinite regress. For the purpose of determining the validity of a single? 
Cognition, one would have to follow up a series of such Means,—and the entire 
life of man would become used up. 

For these reasons, there being no other alternative available, the validity 
of all Pramdmxs (Cognitions and Means of Cognition) must bo regarded as 
inherent in them, and* the invalidity as extrinsic, —'J’his argument may be 
formulated as follows :—When certain things are restricted to a certain 
thing,—they do not need anything else, so far as that thing is concerned,— 
e.g. Akdsha and Incorporeality ;—^tho Pramaijas in question are restricted 
to the character of being valid ;-^hence there is apprehension of something 
contrary to the wider character.—The Reason adduced here is not ‘ Incon¬ 
clusive ’ ; a character which is impossible by itself cannot be thrust upon it 
by something else; e.g, corporeality cannot be thrust upon Akdshu. —This 
has been thus asserted—‘ The Potency that is non-existent by itself can never 
be created by anything else.’ [^Shlokavdrtika — Chodand-Sutra 47].—(28n) 

W^ith the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out objections 
against the above view (of the Mlmdmsaka), by showing the insignificant 
character of his proposition :— 

TEXT (2812). 

You HAVE MADE THE ASSEKTION THAT—“ ThE VALIDITY OP ALL 

Prarndtj^as* should be keoakded as inhebent in them ”— [Shloka- 
vdrtika, Chodand-Sutra 47],—^Now what is the meaning that 
YOU attach to this assbbtion — (2812) 

COMMENTARY. 

To this question—what is the meaning that you attach to this assertion ? 
—the other party provides the following answer :— 

* The dual sense of the form ‘ Pramana * as Cognition and Means of Cognition 
is brought out clearly in the Commentary on Text 2813. It has been thought best 
therefore to retain the original term ‘ Pramdim ’ throughout this chapter. 
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TEXT (2813). 

[What is meant is that] the capacity to bring about the appre¬ 
hension OF the cognisable thing, etc., belongs to the 
Pramd^as by their very nature ; the capa¬ 
city that is not inherent in a thing by 

ITSELF cannot BE PRODUCED BY 

anything else.”— (2813) 


COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition is what is ‘ Pramami ’ in the stuise of the form of Cognition, 
then the capacity to bring about the apprehension of the cognisable,—i.e. 
the cognition of what is to be cognised,—rruist be inherent in it; because Cog¬ 
nition is of the nature of the apprehension of things.—If, however, the Eye and 
the Organs are meant to be ‘ Pnmmna \ in the sense of the ‘ means of Cogni¬ 
tion then the capacity to bring about the right cognition of things must 
bo inherent in it; and the V^edic Injunction also must have the capacity 
inherent in it, of bringing about the cognition of things beyond the senses. 
All this is included under the term ‘ ddi ‘ etc.’ (in the compound ‘ m^ya- 
bodhddike ’). 

The argument in support of this idea is added in the words (of the second 
line)—‘ The capacity that is not, etc. etc.\ —(2813) 

The same idea is further explained by the Mlmdmsaka ;. 


TEXT (2814). 

“' Independence ’ (Self-sufficiency) rs the only basis for 

‘ VALIDITY ’. If ‘ DEPENDENCE ’ WERE ADMITTED, THEN THE 
‘ VALIDITY ’ ITSELF WOULD BE DESTROYED.”— (2814) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Basis of validity ’—i.e. of the very idea of ‘ validity ’. 

‘ Tadeva ’—Validity itself.—'Because on the cessation of the more 
extensive charactcjr, the loss extensive one cannot continue.—(2814) 

The following might be urged—‘ Let the validity be destroyed ; what is 
the harm ? * 

The Mlmdmsaka'8 answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (2815). 

“ How CAN ANY REASONABLE PROTAGONIST ACCEPT A VIEW THAT STRIKES 
AT THE VERY ROOT OP THE MATTER—WHEN HIS EXPRESSION OF 
THIS VIEW ITSELF DESTROYS THE VERY MEANS OF 
ESTABLISHING IT ? ”— (2815) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Root of the matter ’—i.o. Validity.—This is ‘ struck at the root ’—done 
away with—by the idea of ‘ depondoneo on something else ’;—because it is 
contrary to a character more extensive than that. Because ‘ validity ’ is 
‘ pervaded by ’—less extensive than—‘ independence ’ ; how then could this 
‘validity’ obtain a footing, if there wore the said ‘dependence’, which is 
contrary to ‘ Independence ’ which pervades ‘ validity ’ itself ? 

‘ When, etc, elcJ* —points out the Invariable Concomitance between 
‘ Validity ’ and ‘ Independence 
‘ Yena ’—Because.—(2815) 

Qmstion: —In what way does it destroy the means of establishing it ? 

A newer :— 


TEXT (2816). 

'' That ‘ validity ’ is ‘ dependent ’ (not self-sufficient) can never 

BE securely established ;—AND WHEN HIS REASON ITSELF 
HAS NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED, WHO CAN PROVE THAT 
WHICH IS TO BE PROVED BY THAT REASON ? ” 

—(2816) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cannot he securely esfahlished ’,—i.e. it would involve an Infinite Regress. 

Question : —There might be an Infinite Regress; what is the harm ? 

Answer ; —‘ When the Reason, etc. etc, ’—i.e. that party whose Reason itself 
has not been established—duly ascertained.—What is meant is that it is 
only when the Indicator itself has become known that it indicates the object 
which is ‘ pervaded by ’—invariably concomitant with—itself ; it does not 
do so by its mere presence.—So that, when the Party himself has no 
definite idea of the Reason, how can he adduce that Reason for convincing 
the other party ?—(2816) 

With the following TeMs, the Author proceeds to refute the above 
arguments (of the Mtmdmaaka in support of the Inherent Validity of 
Cognitions):— 
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TEXTS (2817-2818). 

If this is what is meant,—then the said capacity (Potency) op 

ALL things cannot BE NON-DIPFERENT FROM THEMSELVES, AS 

EXPLAINED BEFORE ;—^IN FACT, ‘ CAPACITY ’ IS THE NAME GIVEN 
TO THAT FORM OF THE THING (CaIJSE) WHICH IS CAPABLE 
OF PRODUCING THE DESIRED EFFECT ; IF THEN, THAT 
FORM WERE NOT OF THE NATURE OF A POSITIVE 

eMity, then the said thing could not be 
AN active, agent (efficient cause).— 

(2817-2818) 

COMMENTARY. 

Now what is it that is meant by the term ‘ inherent ’ (belonging to it 
by its very nature) ?—(a) Does it mean that it is ‘ inherent * in the sense 
that being eternal, it has no cause ? Or (h) that it is ‘ inherent ’ in the 
sense that, even though it is not-eternal, it appears at the same time that 
the Cognitions have their essence (existence) brought about by their causes,— 
and not that it is imposed upon them subsequently by other causes ?— 
These are the two alternative views possible. 

Now, the first of those [that it has no cause] is not acceptable; because (1) 
would such a ‘ Capacity ’ be something different (from the Cognition to 
which it belongs) ? Or (2) non-different from it ? Or (3) neither different 
nor non-different ? Or (4) both different and non-differont ?—Those four 
alternatives are possible. 

Of those the first [that the Capacity is something different] cannot be 
accepted. Because, there can Ik> no connection botwwn them, and also 
because in that case, things could never Ix^ active agents, etc. etc.—as it 
has been explained several times, when the conclusion arrived was that in 
the case of all things, their capacity (Potency) is not anything different from 
the things themselves. 

This is what is pointed out in the Avords—‘ In fact Capacity is the namey 
etc. etc. ’—The ‘ Capacity ’ of the nature of things consists in its efficiency 
to produce its effect; and if this ‘ nature ’ were not of the natures of a positive 
entity, then that entity could not bo an active agent ; and thus (not being 
capable of effective action) it would become a ‘ non-entity ’.—(2817-2818) 


If it is meant that the (Opacity is not-different (from the thing, the 
Pram4iim)y —then, it (H)uld not be ‘natural ‘ inherent Boeauso things, as 
coming into existence through the efficiency of their causes, must be non¬ 
eternal ; so that the Capacity also, if non-different from the thing, would 
have to be regardexl as non-eternaly on account of its coming into existence 
through the efficiency of its cause. Otherwise, not sharing the same fat^, 
the two could not be non-different. 

This is what is pointed out in the following ;— 
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TEXT (2819). 

How CAN SUCH A ‘ CAPACITY * OF PramdTtoa —which is non-eternal, 

AS COMING INTO EXISTENCE THROUGH THE EFFICIENCY OF ITS 

Cause,—be held by you to be ‘ natural ’ ' in¬ 
herent ’ ?— (2819) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, if the Pramaima are non-different from the said ‘ Capacity 
they would themselves, like the Capacity, be eternal nad without cause .—This 
is what is iiointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (2820). 

If the ‘ Capacity ’ (of Pramd'^cts) were ‘ natural * (inherent), 
the PrarndT^^aa themselves would have to be regarded as 
eternal and without cause. Because Pramdiff^aa would be of 
the same nature, they would surely be eternal 
AND without cause.— (2820) 

COMMENTARY. 

Q'liestion :—“ What is the harm if that is so ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (2821-2822). 

In the event of the Pramd'o^as being without cause, they would 
be either permanently existent or permanently non-existent ; 

BECAUSE THEY WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ; 
under THE CIRCUMSTANCES, THE EFFECT CONTINGENT UPON 
THOSE Pramdna^ coui.d not be occasional ;— as a 

MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, THE forw, AS WELL AS 
THE effect OF Pramdi^as is found to be occa¬ 
sional ;—HENCE IT IS CLEAR THAT FOR 
YOU, THE ‘ Capacity ’ in question 

CANNOT BE ‘ NATURAL ’ (IN¬ 
HERENT).— (2821-2822) 

COMMENTARY. 

If they are without caiise, they must either exist for ever, or never exist 
at all. That in the event of their eternality, they must exist for ever—is 
well known; hence it has not boon mentioned separately. 
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Another incongmity is pointed out—‘ Under ike cArcumstanceSy etc. etc.* 
‘ Tnddynttum ’—oontingc^nt upon the Pramunns. 

This shows that the Proposition of the other party is contrary to Percep¬ 
tion and Inference. For instance, that the form of the Cognitions and their 
Means is occasioiml, is known by direct Perception,—and is also inferred from 
the fact of its effects appearing successively, one after the otlier. Thus 
these two Means of Cognition clearly set aside the idea of the said Eternality 
of Cognitions.—(2821-2822) 

In the following Text^ the other party makes an attempt at avoiding the 
two incongruities just urged :— 

TEXT (2823). 

If it be held that— “ The form of the Pramd'^uts acquires its 

MANIFESTATION TIIROUcnf CERTAIN MANIFESTINO AGENCIES; AND 
THEN THAT FORM, THROUGH THE HELP OF OTHER CAUSAL 
FACTORS, BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN EFFECT *’—then 
the answer is as below .— (2823) 


COMMENTARY. 

When the form of the Pramdna is manifested by the manifesting agencies, 
then alone it is apprehended, not otherwise;—hence, even though it is 
eternal, there is no possibility of its being apprehended at all times.—Nor 
can there bo any possibility of its effect appearing at- all times ; because 
our idea is that it produces its effects only with the help of other contributory 
causes,—and not by itself alone. Thus it is that the effect comes about 
only occasionally, due to the presence or absence of these contributory causes. 
--(2823) 

The answer to the above explanation of the Mlrmlmsaka is as follows ;— 

TEXT (2824). 

The WHOLE idea of the ‘ MANTFE.STATT0N ’ OF THE ETERNAL THING 
AND ITS BEING DEPENDENT UPON OTHER CONTRIBUTORY CAUSES 

HAS BEEN REJECTED ALREADY ; HENCE THE EFFECTS PRO¬ 
DUCIBLE BY THE Pramdij^as by themselves should 
BE APPREHENDED AT ALL TIMES.— (2824) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ ManifestMion — and>—dependence upon other causes ’.—Under the chapter 
on the ‘ Revealed Word ’, the idea of ‘ manifestation ’ of the eternal thing 
has been refuted in detail; and it has also been explained that the thing that 
cannot be helped cannot be dependent upon other causes. 
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‘ The effects producible, etc, etc, ‘ Tat ’ stands for the Pramdims ; 
the efF(3cts of these by thom selves, etc. etc. 

The view that “ the Potency may bo both (different and non-different) ” 
cannot be right, becaime they are mutually contradictory and also because 
it would be open to all the objections that have been urged against Difference 
as also those urged against Non-difference, 

Nor can the view that “ it is neither different nor non-different ” be 
accepted. Because between two mutually exclusive things, the affirmation 
of one is inseparable from the denial of the other; hence it can never bo 
right to deny it at the very time that it is affirmed; as the affirmation and 
denial of the same thing involves an incongruity. This objection is quite 
clear ; hence it has not been stated in the Text.—(2824) 

The Author now admits the last three alternative views (for the sake of 
argument), and then points out objections against them :— 


TEXT (2825). 

Whether the capacity be different or both (different and non- 
different),—the Pramdrjba itself must be eternal,—being 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE ETERNAL capacity, —(2825) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Prthfiktmni *—i.e. the view that the Capacity is different from the 
- Ubhnynfmnkani\ ‘Both’;—^this is by way of illustration; it 
should be taken as including the view that ‘it is neitlw^r different nor non- 
different', —Or this last also may bo taken as mentioned in the same term 
‘ ubhaydtmaka ’ ; as this also consists of both —i.e. the denial of both. 

Under all these three views, the Cognition must bo eternal, by reason 
of its being related to the Capacity, which is eternal.—(2825) 

Question :—“ How so ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2825). 

If that were not so, then the Capacity could not be eternal; 

AS IT WOULD NOT CONTINUE IN THE SAME FORM ;—BEING AT TIMES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE COGNITION, AND NOT-ASSOCIATED 
WITH IT AT OTHERS.— (2826) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ If that were not so ’—i.e. ‘ if the Cognition associated with the Capacity 
wore not-eternal,—then, the Capacity itself could not bo eternal *. 

“ Why ? ” 

‘ Became it would, net continue in the same form ’—i.e. because there 
would not bo continuance of the same form. 



1278 


TATTVASANGRAHA : CHAPTER XXV. 


The said ‘ non-continuance of the same form ’ is pointed o\it, by the 
words—‘ being at tirma^ etc. etc, ’;—if the Cognition is not-eternal, then the 
Capacity would have two forms,—one associated with the Cognition, and 
the other not-associated with the Cognition ; and it is not possible for the 
same thing to have two miitually contradictory characters ; as in that case 
it would cease to bo one; and there would be an end to all notions of dif¬ 
ference.—(2826) 

The Author now refers to the second alternative view [mentioned in the 
Commentary on 2817-2818 ; viz.: that “the Capacity is inherent^ in the 
sense that though it is non-eternal, it appears at the same time that the 
Pramanaa have their essence brought about by their causes ”];— 

TEXT (2827). 

Ip the view taken is that— “ the Capacity is produced by the 
CAUSES OF THE Pramnnos themselves, and is not something 

IMPOSED upon them BY OTHER CAUSES, AFTER THEY HAVE 
COME OUT OF THEIR CAUSES ”,—[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
FOLLOWS IN THE FOLLOWING Tcxt], —(2827) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text provides the answ(^r to this view ;—that it is open to 
the charge of ‘ futility ’ :— 


TEXTS (2828-2829). 

Then, there is no dispute between us. Who is there who could 

MAKE the ASSUMPTION THAT THE CAPACITY OF AN INDIVISIBLE 
thing is INFUSED INTO IT AFl’KR THAT THING HAS BEEN PRO¬ 
DUCED BY ITS CAUSES ? BECAUSE THE FORM THAT IS SUBSE¬ 
QUENTLY INFUSED INTO A THING BY OTHER CAUSES IS 
AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ENTITY ; AND IT IS NOT 
THE CHARACTER OF THIS OTHER ENTITY THAT 
IS BEING TAUGHT IN THE PRESENT CON¬ 
TEXT.— (2828-2829) 

COMMENTARY. 

Both kinds of things, permanent and impermanent,—which are indivisible 
—come about in their complete form always, as one indivisible whole; 
and no causal factor can, later on, infuse into them any cnjiacity ; if any 
such capacity were infused, it would mean the production of an entirely new 
thing, and not the infusion of the Capacity as a new feature of the same 
thing. If the Capacity is not regarded as part of the nature of the thing, it 
would cease to be an active agent; as has been explained before.— (2828- 
2829) 
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The following might be iirged—“ It may be that no Capacity can be 
imposed upon an indivisible thing subsequently; why cannot it be imposed 
upon what is divisible ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2830). 

‘ Difference * among things has been explained as consisting in 
THEIR being associated WITH CONTRARY (DIVERGENT) PRO¬ 
PERTIES ; SO THAT, IF ON THE appearance of the Cognition, 
THERE IS non-appearance of the Capacity,—the said 
CONTRARY PROPERTY IS CLEARLY PRESENT IN THE 

capacity.— (2830) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to point out the objection that is specially 
applicable when things are impermanent:— 

TEXTS (2831-2832). 

With reference to all things, it has been proved that there 
IS ‘ perpetual flux ’; hence it is not possible for any 
efficient causal factor to impose a ‘ Capacity * upon 
THINGS.—Such things have no subsequent existence, 

BY VIRTUE OF WHICH THEY COULD ACQUIRE A CAPACITY 
FROM OTHER CAUSES, FOR THE BRINGING ABOUT 
OF ANY EFFECT.— (2831-2832) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ For the bringing, etc, etc, ’—such as the definite cognition of things. 

The rest is easily understood.—(2831-2832) 

The following might be urged—“If you have no dispute with us, 
then, why have you accepted the view that the validity of Pramanas is 
extraneous ? ” 

Aristmr :— 

TEXT (2833). 

All that the wise Buddhists assert is only this—though present 

IN A CERTAIN CO(?NITION, THE CAPACITY CANNOT BE APPREHENDED BY 

ITSELF.— (2833) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ ApprehcmlcA ’ - with certainty. 

‘ By itself ^ —i.e. by the more j)rosenco of the Cognition,—b>" the mere 
apprehension of things,—irrespectively of the subsequent conformity of its 
effects.—(2833) 
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The following might be urged—“ Inasmuch as the Capacity is not 
anything different from the Cognition,—when the Cognition has l:)een appre¬ 
hended, the Capacity also l>ocomos apprehended as a matter of course; 
then why cannot it be apprehended ? *' 

Ansiver :— 

TEXT (2834). 

Who CAN BE CAPABLE OF DEFINITELY APPREHENDING, FROM THE MERE 
NATURE OF THE COGNITION ITSELF, THE CAPACITY OF THE 
COGNISED THING, AS IT STANDS, TO BRING ABOUT ITS 
APPREHENSION AND ATTAINMENT ?— (2834) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Boilha ’ is nppreh^mion ; ‘ dpf i ’ is attnimnenl ;—‘ of the cognised thing 
as it stands *;—the capacity to bring about the said apprehension and 
attainment —[who can apprehend ?] 

‘ Mere ’—independently of the properties of the cause,—such as ‘ Rela¬ 
tionship ’ and the like.—(2834) 

Question : —“ Why can no one ap[)rehend it ? " 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2835). 

[The SAID CAPACITY CANNOT BE APPREHENDED WITH CERTAINTY] BECAUSE 
EVEN IN THE CASE OF SCCH COGNITIONS AS THAT OF THE ‘ HaIR- 
TUFT ’ WHICH CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE THING COGNISED—WHICH 
ARE ADMITTEDLY INVALID AND WRONG,—THE ‘ NATURE 

OF THE Cognition ’ is present.— (2835) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kesha, etc, etc .'—Tn the case of such illusory perceptions as those of 
the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ (perceived on pressing the Eyes). 

What is meant by this is as follows ;—Even when the Capacity has been 
apprehended, as the apprehension resembles an invalid cognition, there can 
he no certainty regarding it; just as in the case of the potency of antidotes 
to poison. Mere apprehension cannot bring about certainty ; as confirmation 
by actual appearance is needed for that purpose ; and there is certainty only 
in regard to that aspect on which other properties have not been imposed 
by causes of misconception.—(2835) 

Question :—“ How then can it be known with certainty ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (283f5). 

Hence what is needed is the cognition of ‘ effective action ’ or 

SOME other factor,—FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT 
CERTAINTY ,—UOt FOR INFUSION OF THE CAPACITY ; AS 
IN THE CASE OF PoiSON, ETC.— (2836) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Some other factor ’—such as tho knowledge of the purity of its source. 

‘ Not for the inf usion, etc. etc, ’;—this has to be construed with ‘ anyat 
apek§yate \ 

‘ As yah ’—of the Capacity. 

Because certain cognition subsists in tlie Cognising Person, it is only right 
that for the bringing about of such cognition other causes should be needed; 
—not so, for the purpose of infusing the Capacity ; as this ‘ infusion ’ sub¬ 
sists in the Capacity,—and the Capacity having come about along with the 
Cognition, the ‘ infusion ’ also becomes accomplished on that.—(2830) 

The following Text t)roceeds to explain the example of ‘ Poison, etc.’ 
(cited under Text 2830):— 


TEXTS (2837-2838). 

In THE CASE OF POISON AND WiNE, IT BEING FOUND THAT THEY ARE 
SIMILAR TO OTHER THINGS, AND THEIR EFFECTS DO NOT APPEAR 
IMMEDIATELY,—FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE CERTAINTY OF THE 
COGNITION THAT IT IS REALLY PoiSON OR WiNE, IT IS 
NECESSARY THAT ITS EFFECTS SHOULD BE DEFINITELY 
PERCEIVED, IN THE SHAPE OF UNCONSCIOUS¬ 
NESS, SWEATING, INCOHERENT TALK AND SO 
FORTH.—In THE SAME MANNER THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE CAPACITY IN 

THE Cognition can be ascer¬ 
tained ONLY ON the ap¬ 
pearance OF ITS EF¬ 
FECTS.— (2837-2838) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ Being found, etc. etc .'—the ‘ finding ’—[x^reeption—of its similarity to 
‘ oUier things —such for instance as tlie drink called ‘ Ndgara-jjdna 

‘ Arul the effects, etc. etc .'—‘ Effects '—unconsciousness and the like ;— 
the non-appearance of these immediately; that is, because their effects do 
not follow immediately. 

‘ For the purpose of the certainty, etc. etc .'—the sure Cognition that it is 
really Poison or Wine. 
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* The Capacity ’—in tho Cognition, of approhondiiig and attaining (getting 
at) tlie cognised thing as it really exists.—(2837*2838) 

The following Text points out that the Proposition (of tho other party) 
involves contradiction of his own words :— 

TEXTS (2839-2840). 

Further, indisputable ‘ validity consisting in ‘ Capacity \ 

CAN BE ASCERTAINED THROUGH ANOTHER MeANS OF COGNITION,—AS 
HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY YOURSELF, IN THE DECLARATION THAT THE 

‘‘ Capacity or potency of all things is proved by Presump¬ 
tion BASED upon the FACT THAT THEIR EITFECTS CANNOT BE 
OTHERWISE explained — [Shlokavdrtika—Shunyavdday 254]. 

Now IF IT IS PROVED BY PRESUMPTION, WHY CANNOT IT BE 
REGARDED AS PROVED BY SOMETHING EXTRANEOUS TO 
ITSELF ( —(2839-2840) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Why camiot e/c.’—It must bo so regarded; tliat is, because tho said 
Presumption is arudher Pratndna. —(2830-2840) 

It has been argued (by tho Mlnidrnsaka) under Text 2814, that—“ the 
validity itself would be destroyed, if it were lield to bo dependent on some¬ 
thing else 

Tho following Text points out that this argument is ‘ Tneonclusivo ’ : 

TEXT (2841). 

The validity, being somethini; indivisible, havini; been brought 

ABOUT BY ITS OWN CAUSES,—THERE WOULD BE NO DESTRUCTION OF 
IT BY ITS dependence on Hornelhing else ; as such dependence 

IS NECESSARY ONLY FOR BRINCUNG ABOUT CERTAINTY 
(regarding THE VALIDITY).— (2841) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho same idea is further clarified :— 

TEXT (2842). 

The OTHER Prarmx^a is not needed for the bringing about of 
THE VALIDITY ITSELF ; IT IS NEEDED IN THE Pramdrf^a ONLY 
FOR THE COGNITION OF Certainly regarding ITS EXACT 
CHARACTER.— (2842) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be vurged i—“ If you are seeking to prove the fact 
of the validity of Cognition being ‘ extraneous ’ in relation to the Pramdvi,a 
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itsolf,—then we also admit it, and hence your argument is futile; because 
the existence of the Cognition itsolf is held to be proved by Presumption,— 
what to say of its validity^ which consists in its Capacity ?—In the matter, 
however, of the bringing about of its effect in the shape of the certain cognition 
of the object, the Cognition does not need anything else; tliat is why the 
validity has been described as ‘ self-sufficient ’, ‘ inherent * 

This cannot be right; because the certain cognition of the object of the 
Cognition cannot bo got at without certainty regarding its validity. Because 
how can the object, which is still subject to doubt and uncertainty, be in- 
dej^endent and self-sufficient, in the bringing about of its effect ? If it 
were dependent upon apprehensions produced by other Means of Cognition,— 
how could you avoid Infinite liegrcss involved in your view ? So what has 
been suggested is nothing.—(2842) 

The following Texts point out the ‘ Inconclusive ’ charac.tt'r of the Reason 
—“ Ijecause it is restricted to its presence [the Validity must be self- 
sufficient] ” :— 


TEXTS (2843-2840). 

Then auain, in the way that you have ahiujed, invalidity also would 
HAVE to be REOARDED AS ‘INHERENT’; BECAUSE (1) IF IT DID 
NOT EXIST THERE BY ITSELF, IT COULD NOT BE BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY anything; (2) because ‘ self-sufficiency ’ IS THE ONLY 
BASIS FOR Invalidity, so on and so forth,—all this (that you 
HAVE URGED IN SUPPORT OF INHERENT validity) COULD BE URGED 
(in support OF INHERENT invalidity) ;—and just as (according 

TO you) THE CAPACITY FOR NON-CONFORMITY (WITH THE REAL 
state of things) AND ‘CERTAIN COGNITION’ WOULD BE DUE TO 
OTHER CAUSILS, SO (ACCORDING TO YOUR OPPONENT) WOULD BE THE 
CAPACITY FOR CONFORMITY AND CERTAIN COGNITION ; SO THAT IN ALL 
THIS, BOTH WOULD BE ON THE SAME FOOTING.—UnDER THE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, WHAT PECULIAR FEATURE HAVE YOU SEEN IN ‘ VALIDITY ’ 
WHICH IS NOT PRESENT IN ITS CONTRARY (‘ INVALIDITY ’)—ON THE 
BASIS OF WHICH, THE FORMER HAS BEEN HELD TO BE ‘ INHERENT* 
AND THE LATTER ‘ EXTRANEOUS ’ (— (2843-2846) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ So also the capacity for conformity ’—‘ and certain cognition ’ is to be 
construed here also. 

‘ Both would be on the sa?ne footing ’—i.e. both Validity and Invalidity, 

‘ In its contrary ’—i.e. in Invalidity, 

Some people argue as follows—“ The inherent character of the Capacities 
is not due to their eternality ; nor is it due to the fact of their coming about 
from the causes of the Cognition itself; and it docs not appear later on— 
on account of its being not deix?ndent upon other causes ; as a matter of fact, 
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it is the potenciea of things that come about, with specific characters, from 
the nature of the things themselves; and herein lies their ‘ naturalness ’ (or 
Inherent character). For instance, that same form (and character) which 
belongs to the causes is infused by them in their effect; for example, when 
the Jar is produced out of the potsherds, the colour and other properties in 
the Jar are brought about by the potsherds through their own properties ; 
and as for the capacity to contain water, that capacity is not present in the 
potsherds, and hence that is not brought about in the .Far in the said manner ; 
this capacity in fact, appears in the Jar by itself;—similarly, in the case of 
Cognitions, the capacity to differentiate and apprehend things, which is not 
present in the sense-organs and other causes of the Cognitions, is not brought 
about by these causes ; it appears in the Cognitions by themselves.—^"Fhus it 
is that the Capacity is ‘ natural ’ (inhoront) 

This also is mere senseless babbling. Because by the same process of 
reasoning, Invalidity also may be shown to be ‘ inherent ’. Kor instance, 

‘ invalidity ’ consists in ‘ the capacity to differentiate and apprehend things 
otherwi.se than this real form ’; and such capacity is not present in the 
Eye and other causes of Cognitit>n. 

Further, if it is true that the form that is not present in the Causes is not 
produced by them in the Effect,—then how is it that the Sense-organ and other 
causes of Cognition produce, in the Cognition, the form that was not present 
there before ? Just as this form, though not present there, is produced there 
by the causes,—so, in the same manner, why could not they produce in it 
the capacity for apprehending things also ? There can be nothing to prevent 
their producing such capacity. 

Then again, if Potencies or Cat>acities are held to bo non-diffeniiit from 
the thing (to which they belong), then,—like the form of the Thing—the 
capacities also must have their existence concomitant with (and due to) tht^ir 
cau.ses; whence then could they bt^ ‘ natural ’ or ‘ inherent ’ ?—If, on the 
other hand, the capacities are different from the thing,—then, as they would 
be existent by themselves, they would have no connection witJi tlu^ir sub¬ 
stratum (the Thing); as it would be rendering no help to them and what 
cannot render any help cannot be the substratum ; otherwise, there would 
be incongruities. Further, as they would have no causes, they w^ould lx; 
appearing by tliemselves without being deijendent upon the i‘xigencies of 
time and place. For instance, a thing, having come into existence, disap[)ears 
only when it is dependent upon something else?; tliat which is not so dei)en- 
dent, and operates by itself independently,—why should it cease to operate 
at any time or place ? If that were so, then the capacities of things would 
not be restricted ; anything could operate towards everything else. 

Other people argue as follows:—“ What has been said (by the Mlnuim- 
sakat in Text 2812)—as to the validity of the Pranmunt being inherent in 
them, is on the basis of what is seen of their effects. Because it is only as 
positive existent entities that effects are produced by the Causes ;—as is 
clear from the fact that the producing of effects is always restricted. What 
are mere non-entities,—such as the ‘ sky-lotus ’—cannot be produced any¬ 
where ; nor is oil produced out of Sands.—If the non-existent thing were pro- 
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duced, as all things would be equally nxm-existerU, and there would be no 
difference among them on that score, their production should come about at 
all times and at all places 

This cannot be right; as, in that case, the Cause would be entirely futile. 
According to you, nothing that is non-existent is produced; while as for the 
existent^ —^as it does not stand in need of anything,—^what is there that could 
be produced for it; then what is there by producing which the Cause would 
be an active agent ? So that under this view there would be an end to the 
whole principle of Cause and Effect. 

It might be argued that—“ what is brought about by the Cause is the 
manifestation of what has been existent 

That cannot be; because the bringing about of the Manifestation also 
would be incompatible with the view that it is existent or non-existent. 
Because, in regard to the Manifestation also the same alternatives present 
themselves—before being brought about, has it been existent or non-existent ? 
—In the former case, as nothing new is produced, the notion of its being 
‘ produced ’ cannot be right. If it be held that there is manifestation of 
the existent Manifestation,—then there would be an infinite regress.—Nor 
is the second alternative acceptable ; because the other party does not admit 
of the idea of anything non-existent being produced. Even if it be accepted, 
it would mean that in the case of a positive entity itself, what is produced is 
something non-existent. 

Then again, when the Manifestation is produced, is it produced as some¬ 
thing different from the entity manifested ? Or as something not-different 
from it ?—^If it is something different,—^then such production of the Manifested 
entity would have no effect on the manifested entity itself ; because the pro¬ 
ducing of one thing can have no effect on a thing different from it; if it did, 
there would be incongruities. 

It might be said that—“ the manifestation is produced in what is related 
to the manifested entity ”, 

That, however, cannot be so; because it cannot be related to it, as it is 
not benefited by it in any way.—If there is any benefit admitted,—if 
that is something different, etc. etc.—there is an Infinite regress. Hence 
there can be no relationship in the case. 

If the Manifestation is not-different from the manifested entity,—then 
Causes become futile. If the Manifestation, in the form of some benefit, 
is produced out of the Entity in which it subsists,—then there should be 
such Manifestation at all times; as the came of Manifestation, in the shape 
of the nature of the Entity, would be always there. It has been explained 
repeatedly that what cannot be benefited cannot depend upon anything else. 

If then, the view is that what is produced is the Manifestation which is 
not-different from the entity,—^that also cannot be right; as in that case 
there is nothing new produced. Because what the assertion, ‘ The Manifesta¬ 
tion, non-different from the entity, is produced,* means is that ‘ the nature of 
the entity is produced *; and as this would be existent already, it could not 
need anything else ; and hence the idea of its being produced would be most 
improper. Hence we are discussing this same view. 

35 
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Then again, like the Manifestation, the entity also that would be produced 
would have to be non-existent ; as there is no difference between the two 
{ex hypothesi). Or, like the nature of the entity, the Manifestation also 
that would be produced would be existent. Nor is this right; as nothing 
new is produced in this case ; as there would be an infinite regress, as already 
explained. 

Further, if it be held that the Cause operates upon what is already existent, 
then there would be no cessation of the producing of effects by Causes; as in 
that case, on securing whaU would the Causes cease to operate ?—If it be 
urged that—“ they would cease on securing the existence of the effect **— 
then that cannot be right; as, under your view, that existence would be 
already there. Hence that non-existent thing alone is produced of which 
there is a Cause,—and not such non-existent things as the ‘ sky-lotus ’ ; 
as there are no causes capable of producing these latter. 

Thus it is that the causal relation is always restricted by the limitations 
of the efficiency of the Cause. Everything cannot be regarded as capable 
of producing everything else ; as the efficiency of all things is restricted 
within limits through a beginningless ‘ chain of causes ’. 

If the idea is that—“ bocaaso validity, if not existent, could not be pro¬ 
duced by an>i;hing else, therefore it is said to be inherent ”,—then, for the 
same reason, Invalidity also should bo regarded as inherent. Hence the 
explanation is not worthy of notice. 

Some people argue as follows ;—“ The validity of the Cognition consists 
in its capacity to bring about the apprehension of the Object; and this 
Capacity resting in the Cognition, which is momentary, if not existent by 
itself, cannot bo produced; and no producing of it can be possible at any 
of the three points of time. For instance, it cannot be produced before the 
appearance of the Cognition, as it is in the Cognition that it subsists; and 
what is stibsistent cannot be produced in the absence of the substratum ; 
e.g. the painting cannot be produced in the absence of the wall;—as if it 
did, it would cease to be suhsistent. It is for this same reason of the Capacity 
being subsistent in the Cognition, that both cannot be regarded as produced 
simultaneously; e.g. the wall and the pointing, which are the substratum and 
the subsistent respectively, are not produced at one and the same time.— 
Nor, on the other hand, can the Capacity be produced in the Cognition after 
the latter has been in existence; because the Cognition is momentary, and 
cannot continue to exist so long.—It is on all these grounds that the validity 
of all PfamarMs is held to be inherent in them ”. 

All this cannot be right. Because, as regards the assertion that—“ The 
validity of cognitions consists in the Capacity productive of the apprehension 
of things ”,—^this is entirely irrelevant; because ‘ the apprehension of things ^ 
is synonymous with * cognition ’; and the Capacity subsisting in a Cognition 
cannot be productive of the same cognition ; as in that case the capacity 
would not be subsistent in the Cognition; as the relation of cause and effect 
can be there only when both are there at one and the same time. 

Then, it has been argued that—“ being subsistent^ the Capacity cannot 
be produced at the same time as, or before, the Cognition”.—^This also 
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cannot be right. Because, the two being non-different (|r hypothesis the 
one cannot be subsistent in the other. ^ 

The fact of the matter is that when the nature of the thing itself is 
found to be capable of a particular effective action,—and there arises the 
question as to its exact character,—^the same nature of the thing is called 
‘ Capacity ’ (Potency); and it is not anything different. If the Capacity 
were something different from the Thing, the latter would cease to be an 
active agent; and there would be no possibility of any relationship between 
the two. This has been already discussed several times.—^Thus then the 
capacity of the Cognition forms its very nature, and is subject to the same 
fate; and as such, before the appearance of the Cognition, it remains non- 
existent, just like the natiu'e of the Cognition itself,—and is then brought 
about. There is no incongruity in this view of the matter. 

It is also quite right that the Capacity is produced along with the Cogni¬ 
tion itself ; because the property that forms the nature of a thing must always 
share the same fate as that thing itself. 

Or, the Capacity may be something different from the thing to which it 
belongs. Even so, as there can be no subsistence between the existent and 
the non-existent, —the said subsistence cannot be admitted. Because the 
Capacity cannot subsist in the Cognition, in the manner that ‘ Being ’ does ; 
because it is always completely established and does not depend upon any¬ 
thing else. Nor can there be any substratum for the existent thing; as 
such a substratum can serve no useful purpose; as for instance, in the case 
of the Vindhya and the Himalaya mountains.—It might be said that— 
“ what it brings about is continued existence ”.—But that cannot be right. 
Because the ‘ continued existence ’ cannot be anything different from the 
existent thing. In fact, it is the nature of the existent thing itself that is 
spoken of as ‘ continued existence *, with a view to the denial of all other 
div^ersities. But the essence of the existent thing is not brought about by 
such a substratum; hence it is futile.—^If the continued existence and the 
existent thing be different from one another, then anything tending to bring 
about existence would be futile; as what it would bring about is only some¬ 
thing else, in the shape of the cotitinued existence; but the bringing about 
of one thing cannot produce any effect in another thing; so in either case 
there would be futility of what brings about the continued existence. —It 
might be argued that—“ it brings about an existence related to it ”.—That 
cannot bo so ; because there can be no relationship between ‘ continued 
existence ’ and the ‘ existent as there is between the permanence and what 
brings about the permanence ; and this would also lead to an infinite regress. 
This has boon so often discussed. 

Then again, if the ‘ continued existence ’ that makes the thing ‘ lasting 
be admitted to be something different from that thing,—then, there can 
be no Destruction of anything at all; as the continued existence conducive 
to permanence would be always there.—^Nor can it be asserted that—“ Even 
though the continued existence is there, there would be destruction by causes 
leading to that Destruction Because such cause also, being futile, could 
not bring about the Destruction. Because in this case also, the following 
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alternatives pre^nt themselves : When the cause of Destruction brings about 
the Destruction, does it bring this about as something different from the 
Thing destroyed ? Or is it the Thing itself ?—^It cannot bring about the 
Thing itself; as this is already there as an accomplished entity; and if it 
brings about something different, then it brings about nothing in the Thing 
itself, which continues to remain as before. Then again, as there can be 
no Destruction of anything, the cause of Destruction must be futile ; all this 
has been discussed in detail in course of the examination of the * Permanence 
of Things 

Further, by its very nature, the thing could be either impermanent or 
permanent.—If then, the thing appearing from its cause is impermanent by 
its natiire, then, as soon as that impermanent thing has come about, it should 
cease to exist by itself,—so that there would be nothing to be done by the 
two causes—that of continued existencct and that of Destruction.—If, on 
the other hand, the Thing is permanent, by its nature,—even so, as its nature 
could not be altered, there would be nothing that could destroy it; and 
being permanent, by itself, there could be nothing that could make it lasting ; 
so in both cases the causes of Continuance and of Destruction would be 
futile. 

Nor can it be right to hold that the Capacity subsists in something non¬ 
existent. Because what is non-existent is devoid of all character,—^it 
cannot have anything introduced into it; nor can it be operative; hence it 
would be like the ‘ Hare’s Horn *. 

Prom all this it follows that the Capacity cannot be subsistent in any¬ 
thing. 

If it were admitted that the Capacity is subsistent;—even so, the Reason 
would be ‘ Inconclusive ’ ; because oven though Colour, etc. do not subsist 
in the Jar, they are produced along with it. 

Then again, the same could be said regarding Invalidity also ; for instance, 
Invalidity also consists in the capacity productive of the wrong apprehension 
of things;—and when this Capacity subsists in the Cognition, it cannot be 
produced at any of the three points of time; so that, as in the case of Validity 
so in that of Invalidity also, the Capacity consisting of this Invalidity should 
be inherent in the Cognition. 

Further, if at any time, the Capacity of the cognition does not come 
into existence, then the Cognition becomes devoid of all Capacity. When a 
certain property is not produced in it at any time, how can that property 
belong to it ? For instance, corporeality can never belong to Akdska. Where, 
too, have the Capacities learnt this wonderful magic whereby, even though 
never produced in the Cognition at any time, they enjoy association with it ? 
—^It might be said that—“ They enjoy some wonderful substance by reason 
of their etemality —But that is not possible ; because in that way every¬ 
thing would be endowed with such Capacities ; as there would be nothing to 
restrict them. When a certain thing is not imder the influence of another, 
we see no reason why it should be restricted in its association with certain 
particular things only; hence there can be nothing to show that such capacities 
belong to the Cognition alone, not to anything else. Consequently, there 
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being no restrictive agency near at hand, the Capacities should belong to all 
things ; as has been explained before. 

Nor can there be any substratum for these capacities, as no useful pur¬ 
pose could be served by such a substratum ; specially because, being eternal, 
they cannot have any additional character produced in them.—Enough of 
this discussion !—(2843-2846) 


The following Text continues the discussion on the real meaning of the 
Proposition of the Mimdmaaka :— 


TEXT (2847). 

‘‘ When the validity of the Prarmn^^a is described as ‘ inherent — 

WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT WHAT IS ‘ INHERENT ’ (SELF-SUFFICIENT) 

IS THEIR ACTIVITY TOWARDS THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR 
EFFECT, AFTER THEY HAVE THEMSELVES 
COME INTO EXISTENCE.”— (2847) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows ;—“ By the phrase ‘ self-validity ’ it is 
meant that after the Pramdmis (Cognitions) have become born (come about), 
their subsequent activity towards the producing of their own effects is in¬ 
dependent of other causes,—that is, their causal efficiency, after they have 
been bom, rests in themselves ; so that there is no room for the objections 
urged above ” ;—this is what is meant by the other party.—^The effect of 
the Pramdfuzs themselves consists in either the certainty regarding their own 
validity, or the definite cognition of the object cognised. In the bringing 
about of this effect, the Prarmums do not need any other cause.—(2847) 


Qmstion :—Wherefore then is their need for other causes ? 
Answer :— 


TEXT (2848). 

It IS FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR OWN EXISTENCE THAT THINGS STAND 
IN NEED OF A CAUSE ; WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE SECURED THEIR 
EXISTENCE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE BY THEMSELVES 
TOWARDS THEIR OWN EFFECTS.”— (2848) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having pointed out that things in general need a cause for securing their 
own existence,—the same principle is applied to the case in question, of tho 
Prarndnow or Cognitions :— 



1290 


tattvasaStgraha : chapter xxv. 


TEXT (2849). 

Thus Cognitions have need of their causes only in regard to the 

BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR OWN BIRTH,—AND NOT IN REGARD 
TO THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THE CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THEIR OWN QUALITIES — (2849) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Regarding their own qualities *,—the Locative Ending is in reference to 
the substratum of the ‘ certainty 

What is meant is as follows :—^There aro certain qualities belonging to 
the Cognitions themselves,—such qualities, for instance, as 6e?ngr of the 
nature of right apprehension^ being produced by perfect causes, and so forth ; 
in the bringing about of certainty regarding these qualities, they do not 
need any other causes.—(2849) 


Question :—^Tf that is so, then what sort of cause are the Cognitions in 
regard to the bringing about of the said qualities ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2850). 

In THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR OWN VALIDITY AND THE DEFINITE 
COGNITION OF THE OBJECT,—^THE COGNITIONS ARE SELF-SUFFI¬ 
CIENT, AND NOT DEPENDENT ON OTHER CAUSES ;—AND 
IN THIS THEIR ACTION IS LIKE THAT OF THE 
Jar AND OTHER THINGS.’’— (2850) 


COMMENTARY. 


The compound ‘ pramanydrtha, etc," is to be expounded as the‘ prdmdnya ’ 
—validity—and the "artha" —Object;—^the ‘ vi/nishchiti", —Cognition, of the 
said two ; in the \jaruina ’—producing, bringing about of the said cognition. 
—‘ Arthanishchiti ’ here stands for mere observance, the vague non-determinate 
cognition ; because the subsequent determinate cognitions are in the nature 
of certainty itself. 

* Action ,’ is activity, causal character.—(2850) 


The following Texts explain the example of the ‘ Jar ’ as cited above :— 
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TEXTS (2851-2852). 

“ For its own production, the Jar needs such causes as the Lump 
OP Clay, the Potter’s stick, the wheel and other things; 
BUT IN the action OF CONTAINING WATER, IT DOES NOT NEED 
THESE CAUSES.—^ThUS, ULTIMATELY, THERE MUST BE SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY OP THE VALIDITY ; IF THE VALIDITY 
WERE DUE TO OTHER CAUSES, THEN THERE WOULD 

BE AN Infinite Regress.”— (2851-2852) 
COMMENTARY. 

Having thus shown that there is no incongruity in his Proposition, 
the Mlmdmaaka proceeds to show the Invariable Concomitance of his Reason 
(Premiss)—‘ because it is present when the other is present ’—‘ Thus 
ultimately, etc, etc,'—^ Ante' —in the last cognition of the series.— * Tat' — 
validity. 

Question : —^Why should it be ultimately admitted ? 

Afiswer :—“ If the validity, etc, etc ,'—(2851-2852) 

The same idea is further clarified:— 


TEXTS (2853-2854). 

“ If THE VERY VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION WERE DEPENDENT 
UPON OTHER COGNITIONS,—THEN, SEEKING FOR SUCH CORROBORATING 
COGNITIONS AT EACH STEP, WE COULD GET TO NO RESTING PLACE ; 
BECAUSE, JUST AS THE FIRST COGNITION WOULD NEED 
CORROBORATION BY THE SECOND COGNITION, SO SHOULD 
WE SEEK FOR THE CORROBORATION OF THAT 
CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALSO.”— (2853- 
2854) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Maulika ' —pertaining to the initial or first cognition ; i.e. the validity 
inhering in the initial cognition. 

Validity, if extraneous, could be duo either to the corroboration of the 
resultant activity, or to the recognition of the perfect character of the cause 
of the cognition. The former of these cannot be accepted; this is shown 
by the words—‘ Just as, etc, etc,'" —(2853-2854) 

It might be argued that—in the case of the Cognition which is in con¬ 
formity with effective action, its validity is held to be inherent, self-sufficient; 
hence there can be no Infinite Regress. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXT (2855). 

If in the case of some one cognition, the validity is admitted 

TO BE INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT, — THEN WHY SHOULD 
THEBE BE ANY HOSTILITY TOWARDS THE SELF-VALIDITY 
OF THE FIRST COGNITION ITSELF ? ”— (2855) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the second view also [that the extraneous validity is due to the 
recognition of the perfect cliaracter of the Cause] there would be Infinite 
Regress.—^This is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXTS (2856-2857). 

“ If then the validity of Sense-perception and other cognitions 

WERE dependent UPON THE PERFECT CHARACTER (OF THEIR CAUSES), 

—THESE PERFECTIONS THEMSELVES COULD NEVER BE THERE 
WITHOUT COGNITIONS ; HENCE ONE SEEKING FOR THIS OTHER 
COGNITION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THE 
CAUSE WOULD REQUIRE YET ANOTHER COGNI¬ 
TION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THIS 
LAST, AND SO ON AND ON.”— (2856-2857) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Dependent upout etc.' —i.e. dependent upon the recognition of the 
perfect character of its cause. 

* Validity ’—i.e. certainty regarding its validity. 

* Could never be there *—i.e. could not become fit for being regarded as 
being there. 

‘ Taaydpi ’—of the cognition apprehending the perfection. 

‘ Anyaparickchhinim, etc. etc.' —^i.e. the validity would be dependent 
upon the certainty of the perfection apprehended by another cognition.— 
(2856-2857) 

An instance is cited in support of the above :— 

TEXTS (2858-2860). 

Just as in the case of the initial cognition, so in that of the 

OTHER ALSO, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE ReGRESS, AS BEFORE ; AND 
SEEKING FOR THEM ONE AFTER THE OTHER, WE COULD NOT SECURE 
A RESTING GROUND.—In CASE THE COGNITION OF THE PERFEC¬ 
TION IS NOT HELD TO BE ONE THAT HAS ITS VALIDITY DEPENDENT 

UPON THE PRESENCE OF THOSE PERFECTIONS IN ITS CAUSE,_ 

THEN THE INITIAL COGNITION OF THE OBJECT ALSO SHOULD NOT 
NEED THE VALID COGNITION OF PERFECTION IN ITS CAUSE.—ThUS 
THEN, EVEN GOING ALONG TO A LONG DISTANCE, IF ONE HAS TO ADMIT, 
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AT SOME STAGE OB THE OTHER, THE SELF-VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION, 

—^IT IS FAR BETTER TO ADMIT IT AT THE VERY FIRST STEP.'^— 

(2858-2860) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that—^just as in the initial cognition, the validity is 
dependent upon the perfections apprehended by another cognition,—so 
should it be in other cognitions also. 

‘ As before *—as in the case of certainty of validity arising from corro¬ 
boration. 

‘ One after the other *—in each preceding cognition of perfections. 

If, through fear of Infinite Regress, it be held that the validity of the 
cogmtion of perfection is inherent in it, self-sufficient,—then what hostility 
should there be against the cognitions of the object itself,—^by virtue of 
which its validity is held to be extraneous, not inherent ? We do not perceive 
any reason for this. 

Thus then the flying bird, not perceiving the end of the other shore, has 
to return to the place whence it started; consequently, there is no need for 
the making of baseless assumptions.—^This is what is pointed out by the 
words—‘ In case the cognition of the perfection, etc, etcJ" —‘ Dependent upon 
the perfection ’—i.e. that which has its validity dependent upon the certain 
cognition of the perfection.—(2858-2860) 

The following might be luged—^Thore is a difference between the initial 
cognition on the one hand and the subsequent corroborative cognition, 
and the cognition of perfection on the other,—on account of which difference,, 
while the validity of these latter two is inherent, that of the former is not so. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2861-2863). 

‘‘ On WHAT GROUNDS HAVE THE CORROBORATIVE COGNITION AND THE 
COGNITION OF PERFECTION BEEN HELD TO BE SUPERIOR TO THE 
INITIAL Cognition,—on the strength of which the latter 
SHOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THOSE TWO ?—FrOM ALL THIS IT 
follows THAT VALIDITY MUST BE REGARDED AS INHERENT IN ALL 
COGNITIONS, AS A GENERAL RULE ; AND IT IS DISCARDED ONLY WHEN 
THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNITION OF ITS 
SOURCE BEING DEFECTIVE. EvEN THOUGH THIS WAY THE DISCAR¬ 
DING OF THE VALIDITY WILL BE DEPENDENT UPON EXTRANEOUS 
CAUSES, THEBE WOULD BE NO INFINITE ReGBESS. BECAUSE AFTER 
ALL, IT WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON VALIDITY, AND THIS IS THERE, 
INHERENT IN THE COGNITION,”— (2861-2863) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection :--li Cognition is self-sufficient in its validity,—then all 
Cognitions become valid, which is absurd. 
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The answer to this is—‘ From all this it follows, etc. etc .'—‘ Utsarga ' 
is a general principle; and ‘ autsargika ’ is that which is in accordance with 
the general principle. 

‘ Annulment ’—the certainty that the real state of things is different 
from that figuring in the cognition ;—‘ cognition of its source being defective 

Objection: —Thus then, Validity remaining there as a general rule,— 
how is it discarded ? If the invalidity were held to be indicated by annul¬ 
ment and the cognition of the source being defective,—then this invalidity 
would be due to extraneous causes. It might be argued that—“ it is so held by 
us ”. But, in that case, as in the caae of Validity being extraneous, so here 
also, there would be Infinite Regress. 

The answer to this is as follows :—‘ Even though this would be dependent 
upon, etc. There would be Infinite Regress if the invalidity (of one) were 
due to the invalidity (of another); as a matter of fact, however, invalidity is 
held to follow from Validity, which is different in kind from invalidity ; and 
it has been established that Validity is self-sufficient; why then should there 
be an Infinite Regress ?—(2861-2863) 

The same idea is fui’ther explained :— 


TEXTS (2864-2865). 

“ Just as Validity is not proved by Validity cognition,— so In¬ 
validity also is not proved by Invalidity. In the case of 

ONE THING BEING DEPENDENT UPON ANOTHER THING OF ITS 
OWN KIND, THERE CAN BE NO RESTING GROUND ; IN THE 
CASE OF DEPENDENCE UPON SOMETHING OF ANOTHER 
KIND, ITS ROOT IS FIRMLY ESTABLISHED, BECAUSE 
FT IS DUE TO ANOTHER CAUSE.*'— (2864-2865) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Something of another kind ’—i.e. Invalidity ;—this is to be construed 
with—‘ the root is firmly established ’.—^The reason for this is stated in the 
words—‘ because it is due to another cause ’; i.e. of which the cause consists 
of something else, in the shape of the Valid Cognition. 

‘ Has its root firmly established ’—^i.e. whose root is unshakable by reason 
of its being free from the defects of Infinite Regress, etc.—(2864-2866) 


The following might be urged—^Though the sublating or annulling cogni¬ 
tion may not have its validity dependent on something else,—yet it is only 
when that Cognition is recognised as itself unsublated that it can stamp 
invalidity upon another Cognition ; not otherwise. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2866). 

“ The sublating cognition is always in the form op the cognition 
OF the thing concerned as different from what is envisaged 
IN THE previous COGNITION ; AND AS IN THIS FORM, IT IS NOT 
dependent FOR ITS VALIDITY UPON ANYTHING ELSE, IT 
SETS ASIDE THAT PREVIOUS COGNITION.**— (2866) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Sets aside ’—discards ; i.e. rejects as invalid., —(2866) 


The following might be urged—Even when the sublating Cognition is 
there, it is possible that there may bo another Cognition sublating it,— 
just as there is one for the initial Cognition ; how then can there be a cessation 
of the dependence upon another sublating Cognition,—by virtue of which the 
sublation of that Cognition would be accepted with certainty ? 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2867). 

‘It MAY BE THAT THERE TOO THERE MAY BE NEED FOR ANOTHER SUB¬ 
LATING C 3GNITION IN CERTAIN CASES, WHERE SUSPICION MIGHT 
BE AROUSED IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON BY THE 

PREVIOUS Cognition; but that suspicion 

CEASES AFTER VERY LITTLE EFFORT.” 

—(2867) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There, in some cases ’—i.e. in regard to the sublating Cognition in the 
form of the ‘ Cognition of the thing as different from that envisaged in the 
previous Cognition ’. 

‘ Jdtdshdnkasya *—^the man whoso suspicion has been aroused. 

‘ Purveim ’—by the initial Cognition. 

‘ Sdpi ’—i.e. the dependence upon sublation. 

‘ Aljyewi ’—i.e. by very slight effort, —(2867) 


Qmstion : —How does it cease ? 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2868-2871). 

“ Ip another sublating Cognition op it is pxjrther sought por, 

THEN THE MIDDLE (SECOND) COGNITION WOULD BECOME SUBLATED ; 
WHICH WOULD ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OP THE PIRST COGNITION.— 
Ip even AFTER DUE EFFORT AT SEEKING POR IT, NO OTHER SUB¬ 
LATING Cognition is pound,—on account of there being no 

BASIS FOR IT,—then NO COGNITION SUBLATIVE OF THE FIRST SUBLA- 

TivE Cognition would be pound ; and thus there being no 

SUBLATION OF THIS, THIS BECOMES STRONG AND HENCE SUBLATBS 
THE INITIAL COGNITION ; HENCE IT IS THE VALIDITY OP THIS LATTER 
THAT BECOMES DISCARDED. ThUS THEN, THE INVESTIGATOR NEED 
NOT PROCEED BEYOND THREE COGNITIONS ; AND WHEN THE MAN 
HAS NOT HAD ANY FURTHER SUBLATING COGNITION PRODUCED, HE 
NEED NOT SUSPECT THE PRESENCE OP SUCH COGNITION.”— (2868- 

2871) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, on further investigation, one finds that there is a sublater of that 
sublater also, then, as the second Cognition would be set aside by this third 
sublater, the first Cognition would become valid. If the further (third) 
sublating Cognition does not appear, on account of the absence of the basic 
cause, then the second Cognition, which is more powerful, sublates the first 
Cognition, and thereby its validity becomes set aside. 

‘ Need not 'proceed beyond, etc. etc.^ —“ Who ? ”—^The Man, the observer. 
Question : —“ On the appearance of the third Cognition also, why is 
there no need for a further sublating Cognition,—as in the case of the 
second Cognition;—and why should there be only throe Cognitions for the 
investigator ? ” 

Answer :—‘ When no further sublating cognition, etc. etc.';—'produced ' 
—^found by the investigator.—(2868-2871) 

Question : —“ Why should it not be suspected ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2872). 

“ Ip the man, THROUGH STUPIDITY, SHOULD IMAGINE THE EXISTENCE 
OP THE SUBLATING CoGNITtON, EVEN WHEN NONE HAS COME ABOUT,— 

HE WOULD BE BESET WITH DOUBTS IN ALL HIS DEALINGS 
AND WOULD BE LANDED IN UTTER RUIN.”— 

(2872) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Utter ruin ' —Destruction; on account of having fallen off from the 
Truth.—(2872) 

The following Text confirms the same idea by a quotation— 
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TEXT (2873). 

VISUDEVA himself HAS DEPRECATED SUCH A SUSPICIOUS NATURE ; 
IN THE WORDS—‘ NEITHER THIS WORLD, NOR THE NEXT,—O SON 
OF Kuntiy —^IS FOR THE MAN OP SUSPICIOUS NATURE 

—(2873) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Vdaudiva ’— Vimu, 

‘ Son of Kunli *— Arjuna, —(2873) 

Objection : —“ If that is so, then there should be no suspicion of sublation 
regarding the first Cognition also; and thus there should be validity of all 
Cognitions 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2874-2875). 

“ When in regard to a Cognition, a certain suAlation is poss ble,— 

AND ON being SOUGHT FOR, IS NOT FOUND,—THEN IN REGARD TO 

THAT Cognition [it has to be concluded that its sublater 
DOBS NOT exist] ; AND IN REGARD TO SUCH A THING, IN¬ 
VESTIGATORS DESIRING THEIR OWN WELFARE SHOULD 
NOT TAKE THEIR STAND UPON IMAGINING THAT SUCH 
SUBLATION MIGHT APPEAR AT SOME TIME.** 

-(2874-2875) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yatra ’—in regard to a certain Cognition,—if a certain sublation is 
likely; but on being sought for, it is not found to appear,—then, in regard 
to that Cognition, ‘ it should be concluded that the sublater does not exist ’— 
this has to bo taken as understood.—(2874-2875) 

Question :—“ How much of sublation is possible and in regard to which 
Cognition ? ” 

A newer :— 

TEXT (2876). 

Place, Time, Man and Circumstances,—diversities of these are 

MET WITH IN ACTUAL EXPERIENCE ; HENCE WHEN ONE IS SEEK¬ 
ING FOR SUBLATION, HE SHOULD SEEK FOR THEM 
IN THESE.*’— (2876) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound—‘ Dlslmy etc. etc .*—^is to be expounded as ‘ Diversities * 
of ‘ Place, Time, Man, and Circumstances —(2876) 
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The following Texts proceed to point out that of these diversities of 
Place, Time, etc.—only some are sublaters of a certain Cognition,—^not all 
of all Cognitions; hence all should not be suspected in regard to all 
Cognitions :— 


TEXTS (2877-2878). 

“ If there is a wrong perception due to the thing concerned 
BEING at a distant PLACE, THERE WOULD, IN SOME CASES, BE A 
suspicion of ITS REALLY BEING SOMETHING ELSE ; AND THE 
LIMIT OF THIS POSSIBILITY WOULD EXTEND ONLY TILL 
THE MAN HAS APPROACHED NEAR THE THING ; AND 
IN SUCH A CASE, THERE IS NO EXPECTATION OF ANY 
SUBLATION REGARDING TiME, MaN AND CIR¬ 
CUMSTANCES ; AS FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE 
CASE OF THE COGNITION OF THE 

Mirage, etc.”— (2877-2878) 


COMMENTARY. 

'Suspicion, etc," —of the thing being Water ;—'In sonic cases," —in the 
case of such things as the Mirage. 

‘ Till the man has approached, etc, etc," —^This has to be construed with 
‘ limit of the possibility of sublntion", 

What is meant is as follows :—^In a case where remoteness of the place 
is the only likely cause of misconception,—all that is necessary is to move 
upto the thing, for the purpose of finding out whether there is, or not, a 
sublating cognition ; and in such a case, the sublation should not be expected 
or sought for, in regard to Time and the other factors ; because these latter 
could not be the somce of misconception. 

An instance is cited—‘ As for example, etc, etc ,"—‘ Cognition of the 
Mirage " —i.e. the cognition, in regard to the Mirage, that it is Water, 

‘ Etcetera " —^includes such notions as that of ‘ largeness ’, in regard to 
what is small, and the notion of ‘ smallness ’ in regard to what is large, —this 
being due to distance;—and other similar notions. In these cases, there 
can be no need for investigation of Time and other factors. 

Similarly in regard to misconceptions due to Time, etc.—whenever there 
is possibility of a certain factor being the somce of error, the enquiry should 
proceed in regard to that factor only; and not in regard to any other 
factor.—^This is what is meant to be shown by means of the example cited.— 
(2877-2878) 


The same idea is expressed in regard to particular points of Time :— 
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TEXT (2879). 

“ Similarly when at a time of dense darkness, there are doubts 

REGARDING THE ANIMAL SEEN BEING A COW OR A HORSE, FOLLOWED 
BY THE ASCERTAINMENT OF THE TRUTH,—^THE LIMIT OF ALL 
THIS CONSISTS IN THE APPEARANCE OF LIGHT.”— (2879) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ SarUarmaakdla ’ is time when there is deep and dense darkness.— 
(2879) 

The same idea is expressed in regard to particular men :— 


TEXT (2880). 

“ Similarly, in regard to the Moon, the Misconception of the 
Directions, and the letters and accents of the Veda, and 
SUCH things,—that the truth is otherwise is ascer¬ 
tained by enquiries from other persons.” 

—(2880) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a man thinks that he is seeing two moons, or has similar delusions,— 
that the truth is otherwise is ascertained by putting questions to other 
men ; and in that there is no dependence on Time and other factors.—(2880) 

The same idea is stated in regard to circumstances :— 

TEXT (2881). 

When persons having their perceptive organs deranged by 

LOVE, HATE, INTOXICATION, MADNESS, HUNGER, THIRST AND THE 
like, come to cognise THINGS THAT ARE COGNISABLE WITH 
DIFFICULTY,—THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION IS ASCERTAINED 
AFTER THE CESSATION OF THE SAID DERANGEMENT.” 

—(2881) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadabhdvdt ’—by the cessation of the circumstances created by Love. 
Hate, etc.—(2881) 

The following Texts proceed to show' that even in ordinary business- 
transactions, the conclusions of the Enquirer (Judge) require only three 
statements:— 
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TEXTS (2882-2885) 

In transactions relating to debt and other heads, when there 

IS A DISPUTE BETWEEN TWO DISPUTANTS, THERE IS ONE STATEMENT 

BY THE Defendant and two by the Plaintiff ; and it is for 
AVOIDING an Infinite Regress that no further statements abb 
recorded ;—and it is on the basis of the said three STATE¬ 
MENTS ALONE THAT THE MASTER (JuDGE), THE WITNESSES AND THE 

Assessors should comb to a decision.—^Thus in all cases, 

THERE IS A following UP OP THREE COGNITIONS ONLY ; AND IT IS 
FOR THIS SAME REASON THAT THE DeITIES ARE CALLED ‘ TRISATYA * 

(Three-truth).—^Thus then, if the validity of Cognitions is 

INHERENT IN THEM, THERE IS NO INFINITE REGRESS ; AND THE 
VALIDITY AND INVALIDITY REMAIN AS THEY HAPPEN TO BE IN 
REALITY.”— (2882-2885) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Then again, if it be proved that the validity of Sense-perception and 
other Praindnaa is due to extraneous causes,—the same is not the case with 
Verbal Cognition,—even so our position becpmcs established. Because the 
whole of this effort of ours is meant for the purpose of establishing the reliabi¬ 
lity of the Vedic Injunction; so that when it is proved that the validity 
of the Verbal Cognition is inherent, self-sufficient,—the reliability of the 
Vedic Injunction becomes automatically established;—what need there 
is then for our trying to i)rove the self-sufficient validity of the other 
forms of Cognition ? ” 

With the above idea in his mind, the Mlrmmsaka proceeds to prove the 
self-sufficient validity of Verbal Cognition:— 


TEXTS (288^2888). 

“ That Word which is definitely known to be eternal, or 

UTTERED BY A TRUSTWORTHY PERSON, IS NEVER VITIATED BY THE 
HEARER OR THE SPEAKER ;—BECAUSE TEACHERS AND FELLOW- 
STUDENTS HELP TO PREVENT MUTILATIONS THEREOF AND ARE FULLY 
COMPETENT TO PRESERVE SUCH ASSERTIONS.—CONSEQUENTLY, THE 

Assertion does not become vitiated by the defects which are 

WARDED OFF BY THE EXCELLENCES (OF THE TeACHER, ETC.).— Or, 
when THERE IS NO PRONOUNCER OR " MAKER * OF THE WORD OR 

Assertion, there can be no defects, as there would be no 
SUBSTRATUM FOR THESE.”— (2886-2888) 

COMMENTARY. 

Two kinds of Verbal Cognition are reliable, valid—^that produced by the 
eternal Word, and that produced by the words uttered by a trustworthy 
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person.—That in both of these the cause or source is faultless is pointed out 
by the present text. 

In that Word or Sentence which is eternal, there can be no defects relating 
to the Speaker or the Hearer ; because such words and sentences are always 
preserved by Teachers and Students. 

That Word or Sentence which is uttered by a reliable Person,—^there 
also the presence of defects is rendered impossible by the presence in him 
of such excellences as those of Compassion and the like. 

The faultlessness of the eternal Word is proved in another way also:— 
‘ Or when there is no tnaker of the Wordy etc, eic.^ —Defects, such as Love and 
Hate, etc. are properties of men ; and as such they could reside only in the 
Maker ; hence, when there is no substratum, in the shape of the Maker, how 
could they affect the words that have not emanated from a personal source ? 
If they did, they would be without a substratum ; because it is an essential 
feature of the subsistent that it must follow in the wake of the substratum ,— 
( 288 ( 1 - 2888 ) 

Says the Opponent—In the case of the 'words of the trustworthy person, 
if their validity bo held to be due to the fact of all defects being discarded 
by the excellent qualities of the Person,—then the validity would be due to 
those excellent qualities (not to the Cognition itself); so that the Infinite 
Regress would continue to vitiate this view. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2889-2890). 

In the case of the words of the Trustworthy Person, two 

FACTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED : (1) THAT THERE ARE NO DEFECTS, 
AND (2) THAT THERE ARE EXCELLENCES ;—THAT VALIDITY IS 
NOT DUE TO THE EXCELLENCES HAS ALREADY BEEN EX¬ 
PLAINED BEFORE ;—AND ON ACCOUNT OF THESE 
EXCELLENCES IN THE SPEAKER, THERE CAN BE NO 
DEFECTS IN HIM, THESE BEING DISCARDED BY 
THE EXCELLENCES. ThUS THE VALIDITY 
BELONGS TO THE WORD ITSELF,—AND 
IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE 
OF THE DEFECTS.”— (2889- 
2890) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Do^dhhciva, etc, ’—The compound is to be expounded as—the ‘ dvaya ’ 
‘ two ’—which has for its ‘ dtnid ’, nature,—consisting in the absence of defects 
and the presence of excellences, 

‘ Explained before ’—under Text 2856. 

‘ Discarded by them ’—i.e. by the excellences. 

36 
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‘ Indicated by the absence of defects —^what is meant is that the function 
of the excellences free from defects consists only in the setting aside of the 
Defects, and not in creating validity, —(2889-2890) 

Says the Opponent:—If Validity is held to be due to the certainty of 
the absence of defects,—then too, the Infinite Regress remains.—The 
Author sets forth this view in the following:— 


TEXT (2891). 

Ip the absence of defects in the words of the trustworthy person 
IS deduced from his excellences, then there is the same 

INFINITE REGRESS,—FOR ONE WHO WOULD FOLLOW 
UP THIS PRESENCE OF EXCELLENCES.— (2891) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to the view detailed above, the absence of defects is to be 
deduced from the cognition of the excellences ;—the validity of this cogni¬ 
tion of excellences again is to be deduced from the absence of defects ;—^this 
absence of defects again is to be deduced from excellences; and so on and 
on; there would be the same Infinite Regress, which would obliterate all 
usages and distinctions.—(2891) 

This is answered (by the Mimdmsaka) in the following :— 


TEXTS (2892-2893). 

“ This does not affect us. The cognition of the excellences is 
NOT NEEDED AT THET TIME. It IS NOT aS COgnised that the EX¬ 
CELLENCES ABE OPERATIVE IN THE MATTER ; BY THEIR SHEER 
PRESENCE THEY ARE COMPETENT TO SET ASIDE THE 
DEFECTS ; AND WHILE THEY ARE THERE, THERE 
DOES NOT APPEAR ANY COGNITION OF THE 
DEFECTS OF THE MAN.’’— (2892-2893) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ While they are there'\ —^i.e. while the excellences are there.—(2892- 
2893) 

Question :—^If the cognition of the defects of man does not appear— 
what then ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (2894). 

“ Because the defects are not cognised, therefore they do not 

SET aside the VALIDITY ; NOT BEING SET ASIDE, IT BECOMES 
established by ITSELF HERE ALSO.*’— (2894) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The validity is not set asidt *—such is the construction. 

Question : —Why is it not set aside ? 

Answer :—‘ Because they are not cognised * ; the defects are discarded by 
the excellences, hence being non-existent, they are naturally ‘ not cognised 

‘ Not being set aside, etc. *—established, because not set aside. When 
there is no exception to a general rule, it becomes automatically established. 

‘ Here also ’—i.e. in the case of the words of the Trustworthy Person, 
not only in that of words not emanating from a Personality.—This is what is 
indicated by ‘ api \ —(2894) 

Says the Opponent—If, in the case of certain words emanating from a 
personality, no defects are found,—even so they are suspected ; because they 
always subsist in such words. So that, just as the excellences, by their 
sheer presence, are capable of setting aside the defects,—so the defects also 
may be capable of setting aside the excellences;—why then should it be 
said that—‘ not being cognised, the Defects do not set aside the validity ? * 

The Mlmdmsaka*8 answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (2895-2896). 

“ In the case of words emanating from Personalities, there m 

ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARE DEFECTS OR NOT, 

In the case of the Veda, however, there being no author, 

THERE CAN BE ABSOLUTELY NO SUSPICION FOR US REGARDING 

the presence of defects.—^Consequently, just as validity 
(AND reliability) IS ACCEPTED IN TH« CASE OF THE VeDA, 

ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING INDEPENDENT AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENT,—SO THE SAME VALIDITY BECOMES ES¬ 
TABLISHED IN REGARD TO THE WORDS OF A TRUST¬ 
WORTHY PERSON ALSO.”— (2895-2896) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea is as follows ;—“ It is not necessary for us to prove the validity 
of the human assertion; in fact, all this effort of ours is meant for proving 
the authority of the Veda; so that, if the human assertion turns out to be 
in^ralid and unreliable,—^that does no harm to the Veda; as its validity is 
proved by the absence of defects ;—^this is what is meant by the phrase ‘ on 
the ground of its being independent and self-sufficient \ 
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This has been thus asserted in the Bhd^a (Shabara)—‘ Hence-the Veda 
is authoritative and reliable, because it is not dependent upon anything else; 
such being the case, there can be no need for another cognition or another 
Person ; because the Veda is self-sufficient in its validity ’ (Su. 1. 1. 6).— 
(2896-2896) 


Then again, is it meant that the Veda operates upon things apprehended 
by other Means of Cognition ? Or is it not so meant ? These are the two 
alternatives possible.—^If it is the second view that is accepted—^that the 
Veda is not operative on things apprehended by other Means,—^then that 
fact alone proves the self-sufiicient validity of the Veda.—This is what is 
pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (2897). 

The FACT THAT OTHER MeANS OF COGNITION NEVER HAVE ANY BEARING 

UPON WHAT IS SAID IN THE VeDA ESTABLISHES ITS VALIDITY.— 

Otherwise, it would be merely reiterative.” 

—(2897) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ What w said in the Vedn ’ .•—e.g. that ‘ Heaven follows from the per¬ 
formance of the Agnihotra \ and so forth. 

‘ Other means of cognition ’ ;—‘ Means of Cognition other than the 
Veda ’ arc Sense-perception and the rest;—the ‘ bearing ’ of these consists 
in their having these same for their objective ;—and this ‘ bearing * is 
absent. 

‘ The fact ’—i.e. the fact that they have no bearing. 

‘ Asya ’—of the Veda. 

If the other alternative view is accepted,—that the Veda envisages only 
those things that are apprehended by the other Means of Cognition,—then, 
one cognition (that produced by the Veda or that produced by other Means) 
would be apprehending what has been already apprehended by other Means ; 
consequently the later of the two would become invalid. This is what is 
pointed out by the words ‘ Otherwise^ etc, etc, *; —‘ otherwise ’,—i.o. if it is 
held that the Veda as a means of Cognition is operative on what is also 
apprehended by other Means of Cognition, then,—^as it would be envisaging 
only what has been already apprehended by other means, it would be as 
invalid as Remembrance. 

Thus what is itself a valid Cognition cannot need the corroboration of 
other cognitions; hence it becomes established that all Cognitions are self- 
sufficient in their validity.—(2897) 


The same idea is further elucidated^— 
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TEXT (2898). 

“ Such corroboration (by other Means of cognition) does not 

FORM the basis OF THE VALIDITY OF OTHER COGNITIONS ALSO ; 
because among COGNITIONS ENVISAGING THE SAME THING, 
THERE CAN BE ONLY OPTION,—^WHICH MEANS THAT VALIDITY 
CAN BELONG TO ONLY ONE OF THEM.**— (2898) 


COMMENTARY. 

'‘Other Means of Cognitions \ —^i.e. the Means of Cognition other than 
the Veda,— i.e. Sense-perception and the rest. 

‘ Tulydrthdimm *—bearing upon one and the same thing. 

‘ To only one ’—the one appearing first of all; the other being only 
reiterative. 

The validity of this first Cognition cannot bo due to the other subsequent 
cognitions ; because these latter are themselves invalid, inasmuch as they 
apprehend what has been already apprehended.—(2898) 


Says the Opponent—In places where there is dense darkness, it is actually 
seen that a thing that has been apprehended (vaguely) by the first cognition 
is again apprehended (and defined) by later cognitions appearing after the 
appearance of light. 

The answe^r to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2899). 


“ Even in a case where the thing is definitely apprehended by 
THE later cognitions,—THE THING HAS NOT BEEN CLEARLY AND 
DEFINITELY APPREHENDED BY THE FIRST COGNITION.” 

—(2899) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that the first cognition, l:>eing uncertain and vague, can¬ 
not be valid.—(2899) 

Fmther, if the validity of a Cognition wore due to corroboration by other 
Cognitions,—then no validity could belong to the Cognition of a thing that 
has been born and immediately destroyed, or to the auditory perception ; as 
no other cognition could operate upon them.—This is pointed out in the 
following:— 
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TEXT (2900). 

No VALIDITY COULD BELONG TO THE COGNITION OF A THING THAT IS 

DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY ON BEING BORN,—OR TO AUDITORY 
PERCEPTION,—BECAUSE THESE WOULD NOT BE COR¬ 
ROBORATED BY THE Eye AND OTHER MeANS 

OP Cognition.— (2900) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not corrohoratedt etc, etc, ’—i.e. not related to one another by the 
relation based upon the sameness of their object. 

The argument may be formulated thus:—That which does not need 
corroboration by other cognitions must be regarded as self-sufficient in its 
validity;—e.g. the auditory cognition produced once, and the cognition of 
what has been destroyed;—the cognition of what is asserted in the Veda 
does not need corroboration by other cognitions; hence this is a Reason 
based upon the natiire of things.—(2900) 


In the following Texts, the Mimdmsaka anticipates and answers the 
objection that the Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of the Probandum :— 


TEXTS (2901-2902). 

“If it BE URGED THAT—‘ THE VALIDITY OF THE AUDITORY COGNITION 
WOULD BE DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ANOTHER AUDITORY COG¬ 
NITION —THEN OF THE VeDA ALSO, THE VALIDITY MAY BE 
DUE TO THE CORROBORATION OF ANOTHER COGNITION 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE VeDA. In BOTH CASES, THE 
(CORROBORATIVE) COGNITION IS NOT PRODUCED BY 
OTHER MEANS ; HENCE THEY DO NOT NEED 
CORROBORATION BY COGNITIONS PRODUCED 
BY OTHER CAUSES.”— (2901-2902) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the same sound is heard by several men,—another auditory 
<50gnition does become operative (upon the same object); hence it is through 
the corroboration of this other auditory organ that the validity of the first 
cognition is ascertained. 

The answer to this is provided by the words—‘ Of the Veda also, etc. 
etcJ *— 

‘ Dm to corroboration by another cognition brought about by the Veda *;— 
i.e. due to the connection of another cognition produced by the Veda. 

‘ In both cases ’—i.e. in the case of the auditory cognition and that of 
the cognition of what is said in the Veda. 
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What is meant is as follows :—In the phrase ‘ it does not need the corro¬ 
boration of other cognitions *, what is meant by ‘ other cognitions * is 
cognitions produced by other Means of Cognition, —not the cognition produced 
by the same Means as the Cognition in question. Consequently, the Reason 
being a qualified one, the Corroborative Instance in our argument is mt 
‘ devoid of the Probandum ’ ? 

^Corroboration of cognitions produced by other causes^; —the compound 
is to be expounded as—the ‘ Samvdda *—corroboration—of such * Jfidna ’— 
cognition—as is ‘ Krta *—produced—by— "heivantara ’—other causes.— 
(2901-2902) 

If it be argued that—‘ even the operation of such other cognitions as 
are brought about by the same means as the cognition in question makes 
the validity of this latter extraneous \ —the argument is futile (superfluous).— 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXT (2903). 

Just as, in the case of the validity of Sense-perception, there 

IS the definite basis in the form of corroboration by 
another cognition produced by the same sense- 
organ,—the same should be asserted to 
BE the basis in THE CASE OF THE 

Veda also.**— (2903) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Definite basis ’—as stated in the first line of Text 2901.—(2903) 

Question : —How can this be said in regard to the Veda ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2904-2905). 

When the cognition brought about by any one sentence is 

FOUND to be the SAME AT ALL TIMES AND PLACES, AND IN ALL 

MEN,—THEN NO OTHER BASIS NEED BE SOUGHT FOR ITS VALIDITY. 

Thus then, when a firm conviction produced by a sen¬ 
tence IS not found to be incompatible with 

THE COGNITIONS APPEARING AT OTHER TIMES AND 
places and in other men,—^IT IS UNDOUBT- 
EDLY VALID.**— (2904-2905) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Firm ’—free from uncertainty and mistake. 

‘ Cognitions appearing at other, etc, etc ,'—‘ ddi ’ includes ‘ men * also.— 
(2904-2906) 
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The following Text shows that the Reason adduced is not 
• Inadmissible ’:— 

TEXT (2906). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VALIDITY OF VERBAL AND OTHER COGNITIONS 

IS NOT TO BE PROVED BY MEANS OF INFERENCE. OTHERWISE 
THE VALIDITY OF SENSE-PERCEPTION ALSO MIGHT HAVE 
TO BE PROVED BY INFERENCE (WHICH IS 
ABSURD). ’ ’— (2906) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition produced by the Veda cannot have its validity confirmed 
by Sense-perception, because w'hat is said in the Veda is beyond the reach of 
the senses.—Nor can it be proved or confirmed by Inference ; as that w-ould 
lead to incongruities. 

‘ Shabdundm ’ ;—this includes the cognitions produced by the V^eda. 

Or, particular details may be learnt from the Context.—(2900) 

The following might be urged—We do hold that the validity of Sense- 
perception is proved by means of Inference. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2907-2908). 

‘‘ If the validity of cognitions were proved by another Cognition, 

THEN, OF this LATTER ALSO, THE VALIDITY WOULD BE PROVED BY 

another, and SO ON AND ON, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE 
REGRESS.—If THE VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION THAT PROVES 
THE VALIDITY OF ANOTHER COGNITION BE NOT PROVED 
BY ANY OTHER COGNITIOf , —THEN THE SAME 
MIGHT BE THE CASE WITH THOSE WHOSE 
VALIDITY IS HELD TO BE PROVED BY 
OTHERS.”— (2907-2908) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, like the Sense-perception, the Inference also had its v^alidity proved 
by another Inference,—then there w’ould be Infinite Regress. 

If the validity of the cognition called ‘ Inference ’ were not proved by 
another cognition,—then in the case of Sense-perception also,—w^hose validity 
is held to be proved by Inference,—the validity w’ould be such as is not 
proved by another cognition ; ns there would be no difference betwwn the 
two cases.—(2907-2908) 

In the following Text, the Bauddha supports the view that the Reason 
put forward is ‘ Inadmissible ’ ;— 
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TEXT (2909). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, SeNSE-PERCEPTION, ETC. ARE NOT QUITE RE¬ 
COGNISED AS ' pramd'(f,a \ ‘valid’; and until they are so 
RECOGNISED, NO BUSINESS WOULD BE POSSIBLE.— 

(2909) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognitions did not need (corroboration by) other Cognitions, then, in 
regard to Sense-perception and the rest, there could be no certainty as to 
their being ‘ valid * ; and thus there would be an end to all business- 
transactions.—(2909) 

To the above, the Mimdmsaka provides the following answer :— 


TEXT (2910). 

“ Before the Cognition is apprehended, it remains there in its 

OWN FORM ; AND SO FAR AS ITS OWN OBJECTIVE IS CONCERNED, IT IS 

independent and SELF-SUFFICIENT ; AND AFTER ITS OWN 
OBJECTIVE HAS BEEN COGNISED, THE COGNITION ITSELF 
COMES TO BE COGNISED BY OTHER COGNITIONS.”— (2910) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :—Even though in regard to the definite 
cognition of its ovn form, the Cognition requires another Cognition,—yet 
there can bo no end to business-transactions ; because in regard to the 
apprehension of its own objective, the (Cognition is independent and self- 
sufficient ; and when the object has become apprehended, then by that 
alone can all transactions be carried on ; what use then would there be for 
considering whether there is certainty or uncertainty^ ? Because the sole 
purpose of all this lies in the definite cognition of the object concerned. Such 
in brief is the purport of the argument. 

The meaning of the words is now explained 

^Before the cognition Is apprehended^ —i.e. before the certainty that 
‘ this is valid ’. 

‘ In its own form ' —i.e. in the form of the apprehension of t he thing. 

‘ Independent ’—i.e. not depending upon another cognition, for the 
purpose of the apprehersion of its object. 

When this—its object—has become duly cognised, with certainty,— 
then, later on, the Cognition itself becomes cognised through Inference, etc. 
This has been thus declared—' One does not apprehend the Cognition until 
the object has been cognised; when the object has become cognised, then 
the Cognition becomes cognised by means of Inference —(2910) 
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The following might be urged—^until the Cognition itself has been 
cognised, the apprehension of its objective cannot be possible, as has been 
thus declared—‘There can be no perception of the object for one who has 
had no perception of the Cognition itself 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (2911-2912). 

Just as objects are apprehended by the Eye and other sense- 
organs, WHICH LATTER ARE THEMSELVES UNCOGNISED,—SO, IN THE 
SAME MANNER ARE THINGS APPREHENDED BY COGNITIONS ALSO, 
WITHOUT THESE LATTER BEING THEMSELVES COGNISED. 

Hence hecomiti^ cognised is not of much use in the 
validity OP the cognition. For the same reason 
THE apprehension OF THINGS ALSO IS 
OBTAINED FROM THE COGNITION THAT 
IS ITSELF UNCOGNISED.”— (2911-2912) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(2911-2912) 

If that is so, then the invalidity also of Cognitions could, in the same 
way, be regarded as inherent in them.—Anticipating this objection, the 
Mimdmsaka provides the following answer :— 


TEXT (2913). 

Like valid Cognition, Invalid cognition also operates upon 

ITS OBJECT, BY ITSELF (INDEPENDENTLY) ; BUT THE FACT OF ITS 
BEING/ofee CANNOT BE APPREHENDED WITHOUT ANOTHER 

MEANS OF Cognition.”— (2913) 

COMMENTARY. 

Invalid Cognition also has the semblance of the Valid Cognition, and 
hence it does apprehend [the ‘ na ’ is wrongly put in] the object, by its mere 
existence; consequently, "‘falsity '* —^i.e. the fact of its envisaging an unreal 
thing—cannot be apprehended without another means of Cognition; we are 
going to show later on that this falsity is extraneous, —(2913) 

Says the Opponent—The same is equally true of the valid Cognition 
also; because that also, in some cases, has the semblance of the Invalid 
Cognition. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 
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TEXTS (2914-2915). 

“ The FALSE CHARACTER OF THE THING IS NOT APPREHENDED BY THE 
FORMER (i.E. THE INVALID CoONITION) IN THE WAY IN WHICH THE 

TRUE CHARACTER (iS APPREHENDED BY THE VALID COGNITION). 

Thus then, it is only when there appears the cogni¬ 
tion OF THE TRUTH BEING OTHERWISE,—OR THE 
COGNITION THAT THE SOURCE OF THE COGNITION 
HAS BEEN DEFECTIVE,—^THAT THE FALSITY (IN¬ 
VALIDITY) OF THE Cognition becomes 
RECOGNISED ; NOT ON ANY OTHER 
GROUNDS. At the TIME THAT 
’ IT APPEARS IT IS ALWAYS 
RECOGNISED AS VALID.” 

-(2914-2915) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The former ’—i.e. the invalid cognition. 

‘ Atta ’—apprehended. 

‘ True character *;—^this is a corroborative instance per dissimilarity. 

What is meant is as follows ;—Falsity is not apprehended by the Invalid 
cognition in the same way in which truth is apprehended by the Valid cogni¬ 
tion ; hence the two do not stand on the same footing. Because as soon as 
it is born, the Valid cognition is recognised as valid ; but the Invalid cogni¬ 
tion is not similarly recognised as invalid, as soon as it is born ; because it 
has always the semblance of the Valid cognition. 

‘ Tadatrdpi, etc, etc, ’—This sums up the view that the Invalidity of 
Cognitions is extraneous. 

‘ Yadvd dustakdram ’—‘ dhlh ’ has to be construed here also. 

‘ It is only then that the falsify of the Cognition hecom^^ apprehended ’ ;— 
i.e. when there is the idea iiiat the real state of things is otherwise,—and 
when there is the idea that the source of the Cognition has been defective. 

The following might be urged—The falsity of the Cognition could be 
admitted only when it would bo definitely known that these two ideas are 
actually true ; and for the purpose of recognising the truth of these ideas, 
there would be need for another Cognition; so that there would be an 
infinite regress. 

The answer to this is given in the words—‘ At the time that it appears^ 
etc* etc, ’ ;—‘ it ’ stands for the said two ideas—(1) of the real state of things 
being otherwise and (2) of the source of the Cognition being defective.— 
'Phus there would be no Infinite Regress.—(2914-2915) 

The Buddhists and others have argued that the Words of the Veda must 
be false,—because they are words,—^like such human assertions as ‘ Fire 
is cool 

The Mlmdmsaka proceeds to show that this argument is ‘ Inconclusive — 
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TEXT (2916). 

“ For these reasons, even in cases where the falsity is explained 

TO OTHERS,—these TWO IDEAS HAVE TO BE POINTED OUT,— 

—AND NOT MERE SIMILARITY.’’— (2916) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ In cases ’—such as that of the Vedic Injunction. 

‘ These two ideas ’—i.e. the idea that the truth is otherwise than what 
has been said in the Veda, and also that what has been so said has had a 
defective source. 

‘ Mere similarity *—^i.e. the mere fact of being ‘ words ’ and thereby 
being similar to human assertions.—(2916) 

Question : —^Why should mere similarity not be urged ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2917-2919). 

“ The IGNORANT MEN WHO, ON THE BASTS OF MERE SIMILARITY TO INVALID 
COGNITIONS, SEEK TO PROVE THE INVALIDITY OF all COGNITIONS,— 
FOR THEM SUCH AN ARGUMENT IS CONDUCIVE TO THEIR OWN RUIN. 

Because for the other party also, there comes about an 

ARGUMENT WHICH IS THE REFLECTION OF THE BuDDHIST 
ARGUMENT ; AND THUS BEING REFUTED BY THIS, THE ARGU¬ 
MENT (OF THE Buddhist) turns out to be the means 

OF PROVING WHAT IS NOT TRUE : AND AS SUCH, IT IS NOT 
CAPABLE OF SETTING ASIDE THE VeDIC INJUNCTION 
WHICH IS INHERENTLY VALID.”— (2917-2919) 

COMMENTARY. 

If a Cognition were invalid simply because it is similar (to another 
Cognition which is invalid),—then all Cognitions would have to be regarded 
as invalid ; becaus' some sort of similarity—such as being an entity —can be 
asserted in all cases.—Such is the meaning of the Text in brief. 

Question :—How is it conducive to their own min ? 

Amv)er :—‘ For the other party also, etc, etc. ’—‘ Other party ’—^i.o. the 
Mlmdmsaka .—‘ Reflection, etc. ’—^just as the reflection appears after the 
reflected object, so, after the argument of the Buddhist, there appears the 
counter-argument of the Mirnamsaka. 

For instance, it is open to the Mlmdmsaka to argue as follows :—^The 
words of the Veda are not false, —^becau.se they are Words, etc. etc. ;—^like 
such human assertions as ‘ Fire is hot, bright and so forth ’. 

Thus being refuted—negatived—by such counter-arguments,—^the 
argument that had b6H?n adduced by the Buddhist and others to prove the 
idea of Vedic Injunction being false is quite incapable of rejecting the 
Vedic Injunction.—Why ?—Because of the inherent validity of the Vedic 
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Injunction ;— that is to say, the validity of the Vedic Injunction is such as 
belongs to it by its very nature.—(2917-2919) 

With the following Text, the Author begins the refutation aeriaiim 
of all the arguments that have been set forth by the Mlrmmaaka, under 
Texta 2848 onwards :— 


TEXT (2920). 

The ANSWER to the above is AS FOLLOWS :—As A MATTER OF FACT, THE 
DISTINCTION THAT HAS BEEN MADE HAS SOME BASIS ONLY IN REGARD 
TO THOSE THINGS THAT ARE HELD TO CONTINUE TO EXIST AFTER 
BEIN(J PRODUCED.- (2920) 

COMMENTARY. 

Has some basis '—i.o. subsists in a real entity; that is, because what 
does not exist cannot be operative.—(2920) 

Qmstion : —“ What is this ‘ distinction ’ ? .’ 

Amwer :— 

TEXT (2921). 

It is ONLY FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR EXISTENCE THAT THINGS LIKE 
THE Jar stand in need of a cause ; when once they have 

SECURED THEIR EXISTENCE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE 
BY THEMSELVES TOWARDS THEIR OWN 
EFFECTS.— (2921) 

[This*is a parody of the Mmidmsaka'a assertion in Text 2848.] 
(XIMMENTAHY. 

Qmstion :—“ Why can this not be possible in the case of Cognition also ? 
I why should it be restricted to things like the Jar only ? ] ” 

Answer :— 


TEXT (2922). 

That Cognition which you al.so regard as not lasting after being 

BORN, becomes NON-EXISTENT AFTER HAVING SECURED ITS 
existence ; what sort of activity or OPERATION, 

THEN, COULD IT HAVE ?— (2922) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Whxit activity could the non-existent Cognition have ? ’—^none whatso¬ 
ever ; because what is non-existent is devoid of all capacity. 
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Even if it existed, as all entities are without desire and effort, they could 
not have any activity. Nor is there any effect to be produced by the Cogni¬ 
tion, towards which the Cognition could operate. 

“ But there is to be produced by it the effect in the shape of making its 
object cognised 

Not so; ‘ making cognised its own object ’ means exactly the same 
that is meant by the term ‘ Cognition *; so your assertion would mean that 
the Cognition produces itself; indeed a most excellent assertion ! 

“ The effect of the Cognition would be the bringing about of the certainty 
that the Cognition is right and valid.” 

That is not possible; because in the case of some Cognitions, there is 
no certainty ; and in some the contrary is found to be the case. 

What has been said has also shown that the present Proposition of the 
Mimdmaaka is contrary to Perception and other means of Cognition. For 
instance, if there is non-apprehension of what fulfills the conditions of per¬ 
ceptibility, and there is apprehension of something else,—it follows that 
what is non-existent cannot have any activity. The same is also proved by 
Inference,—^being, as it is, formless, like the ‘ sky-lotus *. 

The phrase * whi<^ you also regard * serves to point out that what 
has been asserted by the Mimdmaaka involves self-contradiction on his 
part.—(2922) 

This same self-contradiction is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (2923-2924). 

The operation of Causes has always been found to be something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE birth OF THE EFFECTS ; IN ORDER TO PRECLUDE 
THIS FROM THE CASE OF COGNITION (Prarmr},a)y THE TERM ‘ BIRTH ’ 

(' janma ’) has been introduced [by Jaimini in his Sutra 1. 1. 4] 

—^THE idea being THAT THE COGNITION DOES NOT CONTINUE 
TO EXIST FOR EVEN A SINGLE MOMENT, AND YET IT IS NOT 
BORN AS INVALID ; ON ACCOUNT OF WHICH IT COULD OPERATE 
ONLY LATER ON TOWARDS THE APPREHENDING OF THE 
OBJECT,—^IN THE MANNER OF THE SeNSE-ORGANS.— 

[Shlokavdrtika —Sense-perception, 54-55].— 

(2923-2924) 

COMMENTARY. 

In Sutra 1. 1. 4, Jaimini has propounded the definition of Senae^percepHon 
as consisting in ‘ the birth of the man’s apprehension following from the 
contact of the sense-organs with an existing object ’; and the above four 
lines have been put forward by Kumarila in justification of the use of the 
term \ianma* (Birth) in this definition; the sense being that the term 
‘ birth ’ has been used in order to point out that the Cognition is valid as 
soon as it is born. 
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Question : —“ What is the reason for this ? ” 

Answer :—‘ The Cognition does not, etc, etc, ’—‘ Tat ’ stands for the 
Cognition, —(2923-2924) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the rejoinder 
of the other party :— 

TEXT (2925). 

If the Cognition is held to be not-momentary and even eternal, 

THEN this goes AGAINST WHAT HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ELSE¬ 
WHERE, AND IT IS ALSO NULLIFIED BY REASONING. 

—(2925) 

COMMENTARY. 

In another context, Kumdrila has declared the unity and eternality of 
Cognitions, as declared by him in the following words—“ For us. Cognitions 
being of the same nature as the Spirit (Soul), are held to be eternal and one ’* 
[Shlokavdrtika —Eternality of Words, 404]. 

Under this view, the Proposition put forward (that Cognitions are 
eternal) would go against what has been accepted elsewhere,—as also against 
Inference. For instance, it has been held that Cognitions are momentary; 
as said in the Bhd§ya (Shabara)—“ It is momentary and does not remain till 
the time of the appearance of another Cognition ” (Su. 1. 1. 5, page 9, line 17); 
and it also goes against the words of Kumarila himself, to the effect that— 
“ Cognition does not continue to exist for a single monient ” (Shlokavdrtika — 
Sense-perception 66).—(2926) 

The following Text points out how the assertion of the Eternality of 
Cognitions is nullified by reasoning :— 

TEXT (2926). 

(a) It HAS BEEN DEMONSTRATED IN DETAIL THAT ALL THINGS ARE IN 

‘ Perpetual Flux ’;— (b) as for the eternal thing, it is never 
produced ; what need then could it have of a 

Cause ?— (2926) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition is eternal, then it cannot bo right to hold that it needs a 
Cause; this is pointed out in the words—‘ As regards the eternal thing, etc, 
etc, ’—It is only what is produced that needs something else as its Cause ; 
what is eternal, however, can never be produced; w^hat need can that have 
of it ?—(2926) 

In the following Teoct the author shows, through a formulated argument, 
that the idea of the Mlmdmsaka is annulled by Inference— 
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TEXT (2927). 

For these reasons, it can be asserted that by itself the Cognition 

CANNOT be valid, THE VALIDITY COMES ONLY LATER IN RELATION 
TO ITS EFFECTS,—BECAUSE IT IS FEATURELESS,—LIKE 
THE ‘ SKY-LOTUS — (2927) 


COMMENTARY. 

In the following Text, the Author admits (for the sake of argument) 
that Cognitions are not-momentary, and then proceeds to show that the 
view of the other party is annulled by facts of Sense-perception and other 
forms of Cognition :— 

TEXT (2928). 

Qr, Cognition may be not-momentary, and it may by itself be opera¬ 
tive TOWARDS bringing ABOUT THE CONVICTION REGARDING ITS 
VALIDITY. But in THAT CASE, WHY SHOULD THERE BE 

ANY Doubts, etc. i — (2928) 

$ 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Cognition itself produces the conviction regarding its own validity, 
then there should be no Doubt, etc. regarding the Cognition. The ‘ etc, ’ 
includes wrong cognition, as also contradictions due to it, ideas to the contrary, 
setting forth of self-contradictory definitions, and non-conformity. 

Thus, inasmuch as we do meet, after the Cognition, with Doubts, etc. 
which are contrary to the conviction of validity of the Cognition,—it is 
clearly established by Perception itself that there is no conviction in the 
case ; and this absence of Conviction becomes proved by Perception, exactly 
in the .same manner as the absence of the Jar is established by the appre- 
hension of the place devoid of the Jar. 

Thus the Proposition that there is conviction regarding validity is 
annulled by a fact of Sense-perception.—(2928) 


The following Text points out how there is incompatibility with 
Perception:— 


TEXT (2929). 


Inasmuch as certainty regarding its validity would be obtained 
FROM THE Cognition itself, there can be no room for 
Doubt or wrong Cognition, etc.— (2929) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasmin ’ stands for certainty regarding validity.—(2929) 

Qimtion :—“ Why should there be no room for Doubt, etc. ? ” 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (2930). 

Inasmuch as Conviction and Wrong Cognition are mutually 

DESTRUCTIVe,—^IP WRONG COGNITION BECOMES EXCLUDED, 

Conviction remains entirely unaffected.— (2930) 
COMMENTARY. 

Question : —“ Why should the two be mutually destructive ? ” 

Answer : —‘ If Wrong Cognition becomes excluded^ etc, etc, ’—Conviction 
has a form which is the reverse of Wrong Cognition ; hence it does not gain 
a footing until it has set aside the Wrong Cognition ; just as warrrUh does not 
gain a footing until it has set aside coolness. Hence when an object has 
been taken up by Conviction, where could there be any room for the Wrong 
Cognition ?—(2930) 


The following Text points out that the Mimdmmka^s view involves self- 
contradiction also :— 


TEXT (2931). 

Thus then, for establishing the validity of the Cognition arising 

FROM THE Veda,—any such assertion as that it arises 
FROM causes free FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH, IS OF 
NO USE.— (2931) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Hltutthahhdva ’—character of arising from causes. 

‘ And so forth ’—includes—(a) the assertion of its not being the work 
of an untrustworthy person, (6) the assertion that it is never sublated. As 
has been declared in the following passage—The Cognition produced 
by the Veda is valid,—(a) because it is produced by causes free from defects, 
—like cognitions produced by the Inferential Indicative, the Words of a 
Trustworthy Person, and Sense-i>erception; also (6) because it is not the 
work of an untrustworthy person, and (c) l>ecause it is free from sublation ” 
— (Shlokavdrtika, Su. 1. 1. 2; 184-185). Consequently, for the proving of 
the validity of the Cognition produced by the Veda,—when the Mlmdmsaka 
States a reason,—it becomes implied that the validity of that Cognition is 
<iue to extraneous causes ;—and this idea is negatived by the same writer 
when he asserts that “ the validity of all Cognitions is inherent in 
themselves Thus there is clear self-contradiction.—(2931) 

The following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the Mlmdmsaka 
to the above :— 

37 
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TEXTS (2932-2934). 

If it is held that—the self-sufficiency of the validity of 
Cognitions having been accepted as a fact, the arguments 
that have been set forth are only for the purpose of 

REFUTING THE DENIAL OF THE SAME —^EVEN THAT CANNOT BE 
RIGHT ; AS THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DENIAL ; THERE 
CAN BE A SUSPICION OF SUCH DENIAL, ONLY SO LONG AS THE FIRM 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE VALIDITY HAS NOT APPEARED ;—^AS 
SOON AS THAT CONVICTION HAS APPEARED, WHENCE COULD THERE 
BE ANY SUSPICION REGARDING INVALIDITY,—^FOR THE REMOVING OF 
WHICH YOUR ATTEMPT COULD BE USEFUL ? WHEN A MAN HAS BEEN 
CONVINCED THAT THE TALL THING STANDING BEFORE HIM IS A POST, 
HE NO LONGER SUSPECTS IT TO BE ANYTHING ELSE.— (2932-2934) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ when wo put forward our arguments, it is 
not for proving the validity of the Cognition proceeding from the Veda ; 
it is for refuting the invalidity that has been urged by the other party 

This also cannot be right.—^Why ?—Because there can be no possibility 
of any suspicion of invalidity.—It has been declared that ‘ Conviction and 
Doubt are mutually destructive ’ (2930);—so that when Conviction has 
come about, whence could there be any suspicion of invalidity,—for the 
removing of which suspicion, your attempt at setting forth arguments could 
be fruitful ? 

An example is cited—‘ When a man, etc. etc. ’—i.e. by the observer who 
has become convinced of its being the post. 

‘ Any thing else ’—in the shape of tree or man or some such thing.— 
(2932-2934) 

Question :—“ If that is so, then how can the suspicion of invalidity be 
removed without setting forth arguments ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (2935). 

When a firm conviction has appeared in a certain form in con¬ 
nection WITH A certain THING, FROM A CERTAIN CAUSE,—^ALL 
SUSPICIONS TO THE CONTRARY ARE REMOVED BY THAT 
SAME CONVICTION.— (2935) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yadrupanischayah ’—in a certain form. 

‘ Tadviparyaya, etc. ’—^the suspicion regarding that form or character. 

* Tata Iva ’—from the conviction regarding the same form.—(2935) 

An example is cited in support of this :— 
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TEXT (2936). 

When the existence of Fire has become cognised through in¬ 
dicatives LIKE Smoke, —the idea of the non-existence of 
Fire becomes discarded by that same cognition. 

—(2936) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The idea of its non-existence, etc. etc.' —^i.o. the non-existence of the Fire. 

—(2936) 

The whole matter is summed up in the following :— 

TEXT (2937). 

Thus then, please accept the fact that the denial of Invalidity 

IS OBTAINED BY ITSELF ; HENCE FOR THE DENIAL OF INVALIDITY, 

NO ARGUMENTS ARE NEEDED.— (2937) 

COMMENTARY. 

A consolidated argument is set forth in support of this same conclusion— 


TEXT (2938). 

If THERE WERE ANY SUSPICION OF THE TWO KINDS OF ‘ InVAUDITY — 
THEN THERE WOULD BE NO Certainty REGARDING ‘ VALIDITY * ; 
SINCE THE THING IN QUESTION WOULD HAVE FORMED 
THE OBJECT OF WRONG COGNITION.— (2938) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Two kinds of Invalidity ’—in the form of Doubt and Wrong cognition .— 
(2938) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out ‘ self-contradic¬ 
tion ’ on the part of the Mlmdmsaka, by showing that his view involves the 
incongruity of a character concomitant with the contrary ;— 

TEXT (2939). 

When a thing has become the object of Doubt or Misconception, 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE REAL FORM OF 
THAT THING ;—AS IN THE CASE OF THE POST.— (2939) 

COMMENTARY. 

Doubt and Misconception are contrary to Certainty ; and when the thing 
has become subject to the former two,—and is concomitant with it—then 
there is no room for Certainty regarding it.—(2939) 
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In the following Text^ the Author points out that the view of the 
Opponent is contrary to Inference,—and also asserts the establishment of 
his own view :— 

TEXT (2940). 

For example, (1) the Post, (2) the Fire, and (3) Invalidity are 

COGNISED EXTRANEOUSLY BY MEANS OP THE NOTIONS OF (1) 

THE Crow, (2) Smoke and (3) Defects in the 
SOURCE OP THE COGNITION.—(2940) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—Things whose character 
has become subject to doubt and misconception can have their reality 
ascertained only by things extraneous to themselves,—e.g. the Post;—the 
validity of cognitions, for some people, has become the object of Doubt and 
Misconception; hence this is a Reason based on the nature of the thing 
concerned. 

‘ Balihhuk * (Crow)—‘ Dhuma ’ (Smoke)—‘ hetutthado^a ’ (defects in the 
source)—the ^pratyaya *—notions of these;—these are to be construed, 
respectively, with the ‘ Sthdnu ’ (Post)—‘ Teja ’ (Fire) and ‘ Aprdmdnya ’ 
(Invalidity). [The presence of the Crow indicates that the upright object 
is the Posty not the ManJ] 

This shows the Invariable Concomitance of the Probans (with tht> 
Probandum).—(2940) 

The following Text shows the presence of the Probans in the ‘ subject ’ 
and thereby sets aside the defect of ‘ Inadmissibility * from the Reason ;— 

TEXT (2941). 

Because validity has been definitely found to be subject to 
Doubt and Misconception,—therefore please understand 

THAT any certainty REGARDING IT CAN BE OBTAINED 
ONLY EXTRANEOUSLY.— (2941) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Yat *—Because. 

‘ Oatam ’—found. 

Qmation :—“ What has been so found ? ” 

Answer : — Validity, 

For example, it has been already shown that the cognition produced 
by the Veda is subject to Doubt and Misconception (i.e. it is found to be 
doubtful and wrong). 

‘ Tathdy —as in the case of the Post, the certainty is obtained only 
extraneously, 

‘ Tasya, etcJ *—This sets forth the conclusion resulting from the 
Reasoning.—(2941) 
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It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under 2932, that '‘the self- 
sufficient validity of cognitions having been accepted as a fact, the argu* 
ments that have been set forth are only for the purpose of refuting the denial 
of the same ”,—This cannot be right; because, under the circumstances, 
there could be no doubt regarding the validity ; as has been explained.—The 
position now taken up is—^that it may be^granted (forthe sake of argument) 
that the arguments have been adduced for the purpose of removing the 
suspicion of invalidity ; but even so, that cannot be right, in accordance 
with your view.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (2942.2943). 

Yo,UR view is that—“ IT IS ONLY IN THE SENTENCE IN WHICH THE 
NEGATIVE WORD IS FOUND THAT THERE IS DENIAL OF SOMETHING 

ELSE, AND IN ALL OTHER SENTENCES, IT IS THE POSITIVE DENOTA¬ 
TION ITSELF THAT IS APPREHENDED ** ;—^NOW IN YOUR 
ASSERTION (under Teoct 2348) that “ the COGNITION 
PRODUCED BY THE VeDA IS VALID —THE 
NEGATIVE WORD HAS NOT BEEN USED ; HENCE 
IT CANNOT MEAN the denial of invalidity, 

—(2942-2943) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view of persons like you, who hold that the denotation of words is 
always positive, is as follows :—“ It is only when the negative word is used 
in a sentence, that ‘ the denial of other things ’ is comprehended,—in alt 
other cases it is only affirmcAion that i.s expressed ”.—In the sentence em¬ 
bodying your argument—“ The cognition produced by the Veda is valid, etc. 
etc.”, the negative word has not been used; how then could it express the 
denial of invalidity ?—(2942-2943) 

It has been argued by the Author himself (under Text 2928)—‘ How 
can there be Doubt and the rest, when the self-validity of the Cognition has 
become cognised ? ’—^The following Text proceeds to show what is meant by 
the term ‘ and the rest ’ in that sentence :— 

TEXT (2944). 

Further, if the validity of all cognitions is duly recognised as 

BEING inherent IN THEM BY THEMSELVES,—THEN WHY IS 
THEBE A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION AMONG DISPUTANTS ? 

—(2944) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the validity of all cognitions were inherent in themselves, then there 
could not be a difference of opinion among the various parties, regarding 
this validity.—(2944) 
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Question :—“ How do you know that there is this difference of opinion ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (2945). 

"[That there is diversity of opinion is shown by the fact that] 

ONE PARTY CONSISTING OF THE ‘ PrICHYAS * (EASTERNERS OR ANCI¬ 
ENTS) assert DEFINITELY THAT “ THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS IS 
ALWAYS INHERENT, SELF-SUFFICIENT, IN THEMSELVES ’’ ; 

WHILE OTHERS ASSERT THAT IN SOME CASES, THE VALI¬ 
DITY IS SELF-SUFFICIENT, WHILE IN OTHERS IT IS 
DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES ;—^AND THERE IS 
NO HARD AND FAST RULE ONE WAY OR 
THE OTHER.— (2945) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ One party ’—i.e. the Mlmdmsakas ;—‘ others ’—the Buddhists. 

These others hold that some cognitions are self-sufficient in their validity ; 
e.g. (a) the direct perception of themselves by the cognitions by the Mystics, 
—(6) the cognition of the fruitful activity of things,—(c) Inferential Cogni¬ 
tion,—(d) Repeated Perception ; this latter is definitely recognised as xmlid by 
itself as the possibility of misconception has been set aside by the repeated 
experience ;—^while this is so in the case of some cognitions, in that of 
some others, the validity is derived from extraneous circumstances; e.g. 
the cognition in dispute, arising froni the Veda,—and also such Perception 
as has not had all possibility of mistake removed ; as repeated ex])erience or 
the perception of effective action has not been obtained. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ If that is so, then, according to you, there 
should be no diversity of opinion in regard to Inference; as its validity is 
self-sufficient. And yet there is such diversity of opinion ; as some people 
hold that Inference is brought about by the three-featured Probans ; some 
others hold that it is brought about by the two-featured Probans ; while there 
are others who hold that it is brought by a Probans that is one-featured, — 
Further, under this view, the setting up of the definition of things would 
be futile.—Similarly, the validity of Inference should not be expounded and 
justified as against the Materialist; because hero also, the validity is self- 
sufficient 

A nswer: —This does not affect our position ; because when we assert 
the self-validity of Inference, what we mean is as follows ;—^As a matter of 
fact. Inference proceeds from the definite cognition of the Probans which is 
invariably concomitant (with the Probandum) through sameness or causation^ 
—and then even without confirmation by subsequent fruitful action, it has 
been ascertained that it is indirectly produced by the Probans as invariably 
concomitant with the said Probandum and hence never non-concomitant 
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with it. When the disputants quarrel in this matter, it is before the Inference 
has appeared,—and the reason for this quarrel lies in their ignorance 
of the nature of the Probans which is related (to the Probandum) by the 
causal relation ; the quarrel does not arise after the Inference has duly come 
about; as at that time the exact nature of the said Probans has been duly 
recognised. It is for this reason that what the Teachers do, when putting 
forward the definition of things, is to explain the nature of the Probans 
related by the causal relation. How could any Inference come about from 
the cognition of a Probans other than the one mentioned ? 

As regards the argument of the Opponent that—“ there should be no 
arguments addressed to the Materialist, for proving the validity of 
Inference ” ;—it is not right; because what we are seeking to prove is 
not the validUy of Inference, but its use. This we do because, even 
when the validity of Inference has been proved, the Materialist, deluded by 
listening to the false teachings of Economic Science (Philosophy of Property), 
does not make use of it,—as the Sdnkhyas do ; hence by showing to him 
the subject-matter of Inference, we seek to demonstrate to him the use of 
it;—by pointing out to him that—when one thing is produced by another, 
the latter is endowed with the capacity to bring about the former ;—as is 
found in the case of Perception and its object;—and the cognition of the 
‘ Subject * as containing the Probandum has been brought about by 
the perception of the Probans as invariably concomitant with the Pro¬ 
bandum ;—and by explaining to the Materialist all these conventions, we 
induce him to make use of Inference. Because in regard to Perception, he 
has used it as valid only on account of finding that it is not incompatible 
with the real state of things; and what ‘ non-incompatibility ’ could be 
there except that one should be produced by the other (as in the case of 
the Probans based upon causal relation)? This has been thus declared 
‘ The validity of Sense-perception is proved by the fact that it does not 
appear when its object is not there; and as regards the causal character of 
that which is invariably concomitant, both the conditions are equally present 
in it *.—Consequently, as the Sdfikhya, while recognising the fact that the 
elephant cannot stand on the tip of a grass-blade, has his mind confounded 
by listening to the scriptures, and consequently, while not making use of the 
said negative fact (of the elephant standing on the tip of the grass-blade) 
has recourse to activities ;—similarly the Materialist also. 

Then again, the validity of the cognition produced by the Veda has not 
been established; consequently, its validity could not be proved like that 
of Inference ; because no Invariable Concomitance is established in this 
case; as it is this same validity that has got to be proved. Hence 
the two cases (that of the validity of cognitions produced by the Veda, 
and that of the validity of Inference as upheld by the Buddhist) do not 
stand on the same footing.—(2945) 

The following might be urged—“ There may bo difference of opinion; 
but why should not this difference be there, if the validity of cognitions 
is self-sufficient ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2946). 

Dispute always arises from misconception,—^and such miscon¬ 
ception IS RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE BY THE CERTAINTY OF CON¬ 
VICTION ; HENCE WHEN THE VARIOUS PARTIES WOULD HAVE 
ASCERTAINED THE TRUTH (REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY 

OF Cognitions), they would never quarrel 
AMONG THEMSELVES.— (2946) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is that Dispute is always the effect of Misconcep¬ 
tion, which is always contrary to firm Conviction,—so that when there is 
Dispute, on any point, it follows that there is no firm Conviction ; conse¬ 
quently, the Proposition that “ the validity of Cognitions is self-sufficient 
is contrary to Inference.—(2946) 


The following Teocts point out the perception of another fact which is 
contrary to firm Conviction :— 


TEXTS (2947-2948). 

If THERE WERE A FIRM CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY OF 

ALL Cognitions,—then, by virtue of this same Conviction, 

NO one could hold a different opinion.—^WhEN a MAN 
ACCEPTS THE Invalid as Valid, he becomes deceived. 

When, however, there is conviction regarding 
self-validity, no one can be opposed to it.— 

(2947-2948) 

COMMENTARY. 

Disagreement or diversity of opinion is always found to be the effect of 
a Misconception, which is always contrary to well-ascertained Conviction ; 
therefore such diversity of opinion .should not be there, in face of the opinion 
that all cognitions are inherently valid; becau.se such a Conviction should 
have removed the misconception that could lead to the said diversity of 
opinion. 

‘ Opposed to it ’—i.e. holding a different opinion.—(2947-2948) 

In the following Texts, the Opponent proceeds to put forward his 
arguments:— 
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TEXTS (2949-2950). 

“ One who acts in pursuance op an invalid cognition meets with 

NON-CONFORMITY WITH REALITY ; AND CERTAINTY REGARDING invalidity 
HAS BEEN HELD TO BH DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES AND ASCERTAIN¬ 
ABLE BY A SUBSEQUENT SUBLATING COGNITION. On THE OTHER 

HAND, ONE WHO ACTS IN PURSUANCE OF A VALID COGNITION 
DOES NOT MEET WITH THE SAID NON-CONFORMITY ; AND IT 
IS IN REGARD TO THIS THAT WE HOLD THAT THERE IS 
FIRM CONVICTION REGARDING ITS VALIDITY BEING 
INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT.”— (2949-2950) 

COMMENTARY. 

Non-conformity with reality comes to one who proceeds to act in pur¬ 
suance of an invalid cognition ; and it has already been admitted that the 
invalidity of cognitions is due to extraneous causes. As for the Valid cogni¬ 
tion, on the other hand, one who acts in pursuance of that does not meet with 
non-conformity ; and it is of this cognition that validity has been held to be 
inherent and self-sufficient. In what way then can there be annulment of 
the assertion of ‘ self-validity * by Inference ? 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (2951-2954). 

What has been said is not right ; as it proceeds from ignorance 
OF WHAT is meant BY US. WhAT IS MEANT BY US IN REGARD TO 
THE SUBJECT OF CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY OF ALL 
COGNITIONS IS AS FOLLOWS :—In A CASE WHERE THE CONVICTION 
REGARDING SELF-VALIDITY IS NOT CERTAIN, WHAT IS COGNISED, BY 
ELIMINATION IS INVALIDITY ; BECAUSE IRRESPECTIVELY OF THE 
FACT OF THE REAL STATE OF THINGS BEING OTHERWISE THAN THAT 
ENVISAGED IN THE COGNITION,—AND THE FACT OF THE SOURCE OF 
THE COGNITION BEING DEFECTIVE,—THE CONVICTION REGARDING 

ITS invalidity appears immediately after its birth.—Conse¬ 
quently, THE Invalid cognition cannot be said to be a case 

OF THE ‘ REVERSAL OF VALIDITY ’ ; HENCE NO ONE WOULD EVER 
ACT IN PURSUANCE OF THE COGNITION THAT IS NOT IN CONFORMITY 
WITH REALITY ; BECAUSE THERE IS ALWAYS A CERTAINTY REGARDING 
ITS NON-CONFORMITY.— (2951-2954) 

COMMENTARY. 


What is meant by us is as follows :—If you accept the self-validity of 
all cognitions, then that would imply the acceptance of the fact that ‘ cogni- 
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tion * is invariably concomitant with the ‘ conviction of Validity ’ ; and as a 
consequence of this, wherever the ‘ conviction of Validity ’—which embraces 
all cognitions—does not appear, there, by implication, remains Invalidity ; 
and ‘ Validity ’ and ‘ Invalidity * are mutually exclusive. Hence it follows 
by implication that Invalidity also is inherent in cognitions; irrespectively 
of any idea of its being not in conformity with reality or of its cause being 
defective; in fact the conviction regarding Invalidity follows from the 
mere non-appearance of the conviction regarding Validity. Thus what has 
been asserted (by the Mlmdmaaka) —to the effect that “ the conviction 
regarding Invalidity follows from extraneous causes, in the shape of sublating 
cognitions ” (Text 2949)—is not right. 

Such being the case, as soon as the Cognition is born, its validity or in¬ 
validity becomes ascertained by the birth or otherwise of Conviction regarding 
its validity ; so that the activity of no sane person can follow from an invalid 
cognition; how then can there be any possibility of the activity not being 
in conformity with reality ? 

* Tadgateh ’—i.e. from the conviction regarding non-conformity. 

All these defects that have been pointed out regarding the Proposition 
(of the Mlmdmsaka) should be understood to bo the defects in his Reason, 
which is hereby shown to bo not-concomitant (with the Probandum); they 
should not be regarded as defects of the Proposition. Otherwise, as the 
Proposition does not form an integral part of the argument, the pointing out 
of defects in it would involve a ‘ Clincher* for the other party (the Buddhist). 
—(2951-2954) 


In the following Text the Author points out the ‘ Inadmissibility ’ of th(^ 
Corroborative Instance cited (under Text 2850) in the shape of the Jar :— 


TEXT (2955). 

In the case of the Jar, there is no time for action, apart from 

THE TIME OF ITS BIRTH,—BECAUSE IT HAS A MOMENTARY EXIS¬ 
TENCE ; HENCE THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS 
‘ INADMISSIBLE — (2955) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—“ The Jar is actually seen after birth, independently 
of the Potter, etc. and found to bo performing the useful function of con¬ 
taining Honey, Water and other fluids; how then can it be said that there 
is no time for its action, apart from the time of its birth ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (2956). 

Subsequently to their birth, the Jar, etc. do not depend upon the 
Potter and other such causes ; but they do depend upon 
their own constituent causes AND OTHER THINGS ; 

SO that OF THE JaR ITSELF, THERE CAN BE 
NO ACTION.— (2956) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Their own conalUuenl causes ^*—in tho sha]je of the preceding 
homogeneous ‘ moments *.—‘ Other things ’ include the man holding it. 

What is meant is as follows .-—-What are seen subsequently are entirely 
different ‘ Jar-moments ’ appearing through their own constituent cause, 
etc. ; and no single Jar is known to exist after the moment of its birth ; 
for the simple reason that all things are momentary. —(2050) 

It has boon argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 2854, that—“ Just 
as the first Cognition needs corroboration of the second Cognition, so would 
the latter need another, and so on and on there would bo an Infinite Regress.” 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (2957). 

If VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT (UPON SOMETHING ELSE), THERE CAN BE NO 

Infinite Regress. Hence there can be certainty regard¬ 
ing SELF-VALIDITY ONLY WHEN THERE IS COGNITION 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION.— (2957) 

COMMENTARY. 

The other party argues as follows :— 


TEXT (2958). 

What peculiar feature is there in the second cognition, dif¬ 
ferent FROM those of THE PREVIOUS COGNITION, ON ACCOUNT 
OF WHICH IT IS NOT REGARDED TO BE ENTIRELY LIKE 
THE PREVIOUS COGNITION ? **— (2958) 

COMMENTARY. 

The answer to this (from the Buddhist) is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (2959-2962). 

The answer to the above is as follows :— It is conformity with 

THE REAL STATE OF THINGS THAT IS CALLED ‘ VaUDITY ’ ; AND 
THERE IS NO FEATURE OF IT EXCEPT THE REPEATED COGNITION 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION.—ThB COGNITION ENVISAGING EFFECTIVE 
ACTION IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED ; AND THE APPREHENSION 
BECOMES CONFIRMED BY THB AFTER-THOUGHT ENVISAGING 
THE SAME. Thus its own real validity HAVING BEEN DULY 
ASCERTAINED, IT DOES NOT STAND IN NEED OF ANY SUBSEQUENT 
COGNITION OF THE SAME EFFECTIVE ACTION. ThUS THE VALIDITY 
OF THE COGNITION BECOMES MANIFESTED IN THE VERY FIRST COGNI¬ 
TION ENVISAGING THB SAID EFFECTIVE ACTION ; AND THEREBY ITS 
VALIDITY BECOMES CONFIRMED.— (2969-2962) 

COMMENTARY. 

The purport of the above, in brief, is as follows :—The name ‘ Pramaria ’. 

‘ valid cognition,’ is given to that cognition which is in conformity with 
the real state of things;—^as has been asserted in the declaration that— 

‘ Pramdna is that cognition which is in conformity with things ’;—this 
‘ conformity ’ appears in the shape of effective action ;—as it is only for 
purposes of effective action that there is a desire to investigate the ‘ validity ’ 
of Cognitions ;—because the sane man investigates the validity or invalidity 
of cognitions only for the purpose of undertaking activity in accordance 
with it.—and not because he likes to do so ;—this effective action is one that 
figures in the notion of such acts as burning, cooking and the like ; as it is 
only when this cognition has appeared that the want of the man seeking to 
undertake the activity becomes supplied ;—this cognition of effective action, 
on account of the perceptibility of its own cognition, appears by itself ;—and 
as this apprehension is quite clear, it is followed by •an afterthought, in 
accordance with the same apprehension,—^which serves to confirm the 
cognition ;—all this is self-evident.—^Nor does the man desire any other 
fruit resulting from the said cognition; for the sake of which ho would seek 
for the appearance of another cognition envisaging another effective action ; 
which would lead to an Infinite Regress. For instance, in ordinary life, the 
fruits of activity that are desired are in the form of prosperity and adversity 
(happiness and unhappiness); and this is accomplished by the appearance 
of joy and sorrow; and men, being satisfied with this result, desist from 
further activity; and this is what is meant when it is said that the result has 
been accomplished by itself. 

As for the first cognition which has brought about the second cognition, 
the validity of that is said to consist only in the capacity to bring about the 
second cognition ; and the presence of this capacity cannot be ascertained 
by people who, on account of the absence of repetition, do not know of the 
effective action resulting from it; hence it is ascertained only by the 
appearance of its effect in the shape of the second cognition. 
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It is for these reasons that the validity of the first cognition is said to be 
due to something extraneous to itself.—( 2969 - 2962 ) 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth another way of avoiding the 
Infinite Regress :— 

TEXTS (2963-2966). 

Ip the INITIAL COGNITION DID NOT ENVISAGE A BEAL ENTITY, THEN THE 
SECOND COGNITION, IN THE POBM OP CONPIRMATION BY CONPORMITY 
TO THE REAL STATE OF THE THING, WOULD NOT APPEAR AT ALL ; 
AS ITS CAUSE WOULD NOT BE THEBE. FoR EXAMPLE, WHEN A MAN 
HAS THE COGNITION OF FiRE IN REFERENCE TO THE CLUSTER OF 
AsHOKA-BLOSSOMS, there DOES NOT APPEAR THE COGNITION EN¬ 
VISAGING BURNING AND COOKING (WHICH ARE NOT BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY WHAT HAS BEEN COGNISED AS FiRE). If THIS LATTER DOES 
APPEAR, THEN THE COGNISED OBJECT TURNS OUT TO BE NOT ANY¬ 
THING DIFFERENT FROM FiRE ; BECAUSE FiRE IS ONLY AN ENTITY 
THAT IS CHARACTERISED BY THE CAPACITY FOR PRODUCING ITS 
EFFECT (IN THE SHAPE OF burning, cooking and the rest).— (2963- 
2965) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the initial —first—cognition had appeared in regard to a non¬ 
entity, then the subsequent cognition of its result (in the shape of effective 
activity) could not come about; because its cause would not be there; 
because the cognition of effective action is always concomitant with an 
entity. When the cognition does not envisage real Fire,—when for instance 
one has the idea of Fire in regard to the bunch of Ashoka-blossoms,—there 
do not appear the cognitions of such actions as burning and cooking (which 
are peculiar to Fire). 

If such cognitions did appear, then the thing cognised would really 
be Fire itself ;—^why ?—because Fire is nothing else but what is characterised 
by the capacity to burn and to cook things. » 

‘ Vibhavasu ’ is Fire, —(2963-2966) 

The argument is summed up in the following :— 

TEXT (2966). 

From all this it follows that so long as the cognition envisaging 

EFFECTIVE ACTION DOES NOT APPEAR,—THERE IS ALWAYS A 
SUSPICION OF THE INITIAL COGNITION BEING WRONG 
(invalid) ; BECAUSE OP THE CAUSES OF MIS¬ 
APPREHENSION.— (2966) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent“ Like the initial cognition, the cognition of 
effective action also is produced directly by the thing, Fire, itself;—then 
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why should there be suspicion of invalidity regarding the initial cognition 
only, and not regarding the other cognition ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (2967-2968). 

In REGARD TO THE FIRST COGNITION, THERE ARE VARIOUS GROUNDS FOR 
SUSPECTING IT TO BE WRONG,—SUCH AS ( 1 ) THE NON-PERCEPTION OF 
ITS EFFECT (iN THE SHAPE OF EFFECTIVE ACTION), (2) PER¬ 
CEPTION OF SIMILARITY, (3) INEFFICIENCY OF THE COGNI¬ 
TION AND SO FORTH. WhEN, HOWEVER, THERE APPEARS 
THE COGNITION ENVISAGING ITS EFFECT, THERE 
ARE NO SUCH GROUNDS ; BECAUSE THERE IS 
DIRECT PERCEPTION OF ACTION, WHICH IS 
DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE ENTITY 
COGNISED.— (2967-2968) 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the initial cognition (of Fire), there are several 
grounds for suspecting it to be wrong; for instance, (1) immediately after 
the cognition, there does not come about its effect in the shape of Burning 
and the like, (2) it is similar to wrong cognitions, and (3) the inefficiency of 
the cognition;—‘ and so forth ’ includes unconcernedness, absence of repetition, 
etc, —In regard to the cognition of the effect, on the other hand, there is 
no reason to suspect it to be wrong; hence its confirmation comes from 
itself.—(2967-2968) 

In regard to the initial cognition also, when, by frequent repetition, etc. 
the grounds of suspicion have been dispelled, the validity comes by itself. 
This is what is pointed out in the following — 

TEXT (2969). 

In THE CASE OF THE INITIAL COGNITION ALSO, EVEN THOUGH ITS EFFECT 
MAY NOT HAVE BEEN SEEN, IF THE COGNITION HAS BEEN RE¬ 
PEATED, A DISTINCT PECULIARITY IS PERCEIVED IN IT 
WHICH DIFFERENTIATES IT FROM COGNI¬ 
TIONS NOT PERTAINING TO THE 
THING CONCERNED, [AND 
THIS ESTABLISHES 
ITS VALIDITY]. 

—(2969) 

COMMENTARY. 

A particular cognition may appear as initially clear and distinct, with 
all grounds of suspicion regarding its invalidity dispelled by repeated 
experience ; as is found in the case of mystics and in that of experts in gems 
and coins ; in the same manner, in other cases also, through repeated ex- 
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perience a clear and distinct cognition may appear, in regard to which all 
grounds of suspicion regarding invalidity have been dispelled; and it produces 
immediately after itself a Cogitative Cognition envisaging an object of 
the same kind,—and thereby it becomes cognised as dissociated from those 
heterogeneous things which have not figured in the preceding cognition ;— 
in this way its validity is spoken of as being due to itself. 

Some people hold the following opinion ;—“ Even when the cognition is 
repeated, there is certainty regarding its validity, in the shape of the capacity 
to bring about its effect,—^and this certainty is brought about by Inference 
based upon the Probans in the form of ‘ similarity ’ ; so that in all cases 
validity is cognised through extraneous causes,—and never by the cognition 
by itself 

This view, however, we fail to comprehend. Because it is necessary to 
explain from what resource arises the conviction regarding the said Probans 
itself in the shape of similarity that is not confused.—If it be said that— 
“it is obtained through repetition ”,—then, it means that through repetition, 
it is possible to cognise unconfused simiUirity, which is common to homoge¬ 
neous things, and which servos to differentiate heterogeneous things,—because 
there are no grounds for wrong cognition. If that is so, then whence the 
hostility to validity itself,—^whereby its cognition is denied, even when there 
are no grounds for wrong cognition ? 

Further, what is this ‘ similarity ’ that is cognised ? If it consists in 
‘ being of the form of cognition ’,—^this is present in wrong cognition also ; 
hence the Reason becomes ‘ inconclusive ’.—^If it consists in ‘ appearing in 
the red form ’ (in the case of the bimch of Ashoka-hlosBoms and Fire),— 
this is present in the blossoms also ; hence the Reason becomes ‘ false ’.— 
If it consists in ‘ producing the effect of Fire —then it has to be explained, 
how this character is ascertained.—^If for the proving of this, another In¬ 
ferential Indicative is sought for, then there is infinite regress.—It 
might be argued that—“ the similarity is cognised by itself, even without the 
help of the Inferential Indicative, by direct Perception, through repetition ”. 
But in that case, if repetition is admitted to possess such capacity,—then 
why is it not admitted that certainty regarding the capacity (of Cognitions 
and things) also can come without the help of Inferential Indicatives ?— 
Then again, if it has been established that it is the effect of the cognition, 
then it is absolutely futile to follow up the Invariable Concomitance ; as the 
recognition of ‘ being the effect of the Cognition * would itself, like the In¬ 
ferential Cognition, prove the capacity of getting at its objective (in the 
shape of fruitful activity). That is to say. Inferential Cognition is brought 
about through the perception of the Probans as concomitant with the thing 
concerned, and thereby it becomes cognised as brought about, indirectly, 
by that thing ; and it is on this ground that it is regarded as valid by itself,- — 
and not through similarity ; as othei*wise, there would bo an Infinite Regress ; 
—^in the same manner, in the case in question, the validity of the cognition 
would be self-sufficient by itself. Because, in a case where, even when it is 
known with certainty that the Probans resides in the ‘ Subject ’, the cogni¬ 
tion of the Probandum does not come about;—and in such a cose the 
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investigator would seek for the concomitance of the Probans in a Corrobora¬ 
tive Instance; e.g. in the case of ‘being an effect’ and ‘ non-eternality * ; 
—in the case in question, however, the capacity of the cognition to get at its 
objective is proved by the fact of that being its effect and hence non-separable 
from it; consequently, sunUarity cannot serve as an Indicative, in this case. 

Says the Opponent—“ If that is so, then how is it that your Teacher 
has made the following assertion in reference to the Materialist:—‘ When 
the Materialist says that Perception is the only Means of Cognition, and 
Inference is not so,—^and finds that while some particular perceptions are in 
consonance with the reality of things, while others are not so, the necessary 
definition could be so propounded only on the basis of Invariable Concomit¬ 
ance,—for the benefit of a person who would regulate his activity in accordance 
with this definition ; and the definition thus propounded on the basis of 
similarUy to what has been seen cannot escape from being something 
inferred 

. This does not affect us. This assertion has been made by our Teacher 
ydih reference to those cognitions of unapprehended things which appear in 
one’s own ‘ chain ’ as well as in the ‘ chain * of others ; that this is so is clear 
from the subsequent qualifying clause—‘ apart from the cognitions of 
apprehended things If it were not so, if validity in all cases were to be 
ascertained through similarity^ then the qualifying exception ‘ apart from 
the cognitions of apprehended things ’ would be meaningless. 

From all this it follows that that cognition, which appears as having all 
grounds of mistake dispelled by repetition, is self-sufficient in its validity.— 
(2969) 

It has been argued by the Mhndmsaka, under Text 2854, that—“ Just 
as the first cognition would need corroboration by the second cognition, so 
should we seek for the corroboration of that corroborative cognition also 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (2970-2972). 

If no difference is perceived,—then, on account of the sus¬ 
picion OF the thing being otherwise than cognised, there can 
be no certainty regarding validity, unless there is a cog¬ 
nition ENVISAGING THE RESULTANT EFFECT. In SUCH A CASE 
EVEN THOUGH THE VALIDITY MAY BE PRESENT THERE, IT CANNOT 
BE ASCERTAINED ; IT IS RECOGNISED ONLY THROUGH THE SUBSEQUENT 
COGNITION OP ITS RESULTANT ACTIVITY. It IS FOR THIS REASON 
THAT THE first COGNITION NEEDS ITS CORROBORATION ; AND FOR THE 
SAME REASON IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO SEEK FOR THE CORROBORA¬ 
TION OF THE CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALSO.— (2970-2972) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even in case where the Validity has been apprehended, there can be no 
certainty regarding it, because of the presence of the causes of misconception ; 
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and in such cases, the Validity is ascertained only extraneously, through the 
cognition of the resultant activity; and what is desired by the man having 
been secured by this, there is no need for further corroboration by another 
corroborative cognition ; as there is in the case of the initial cognition.— 
(2970-2972) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmaaka, under Text 2855, that—“ if the 
Validity of some cognition be held to be self-suflicicnt, why should there be 
hostility to the same being the case with the initial cognition ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (2973). 

Of the second cognition, the validity is self-sufficient, because 

THERE are no CAUSES FOR MISAPPREHENSION ; IN THE CASE OF 
THE FIRST COGNITION, HOWEVER, THERE IS HOSTILITY 
TOWARDS ITS SELF-VALIDITY, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE POSSIBILITY OF MISAPPREHENSION. 

—(2973) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent:—“ That cognition,—which is concomitant with the 
suspicion of invalidity, and hence in regard to which there is no certainty 
regarding its capacity to get at its objective,—would be like Inference and 
hence not valid. Because, in the case of Inference, when there is doubt 
regarding the invariable concomitance of the objective, no validity attaches 
to it; in the same manner Perceptions also would be not valid 

This does not affect oiu* position, localise when Perception is regarded 
as valid, it is not because it represents itself as invariably concomitant with 
its objective, like Inference;—but only as tending to the envisaging (or 
ideating) of the objective. Because it is called ‘ valid ’, when it presents the 
desired object to the man seeking for effective action ; and this presentation 
of the object is not done either by carrying the man to the place where the 
object lies, or by carrying the object to the place where the man is; it is 
done by prompting the man to activity. Nor does it prompt the man to 
activity by taking hold of his hand; it does it by showing the objective 
of that activity;—and this showing of the objective is nothing but the cognition 
of the object figuring in the Perception.—In a case where there is doubt, 
there also there certainly is cognition of the object figuring in the Perception ; 
if there were no cognition of it, it could not figure in the doubt at all. As 
the functioning of the Perception would be complete by this much,—if there 
is a doubt later on, regarding the invariable concomitance of the object (with 
the Perception),—this doubt could not prevent the functioning of the Per¬ 
ception ; so that even when there is this doubt, the validity of the Perception 
remains intact.—^That Perception, however, which appears as beset by the 
idea of a form contrary to the object figuring in the Perception, is not valid ; 
e.g. the Perception of the Mirage besot by the idea of Water ; and the reason 
38 
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for this lies in the fact that the aforesaid functioning of the Perception does 
not take place. Similarly when there is cognition of the yellow colour in 
the Oonoh-shell, or that of the gem in the light radiating from it,—all this 
cognition is clearly invalid; as in both these cases, the cognition is not in 
accordance with the real state of the things concerned. 

The apprehension or non-apprehension of the Perception is due to what 
actually figures in it,—^it is not due to mere conformity with the real state 
of things. In the cases just cited, the thing that actually figures in the 
cognition is not as it really exists at the particular time and place ; in fact the 
time and place are not the same at all; as time and place also make a difierence 
in the nature of things ; if it were not so, there would be an end to all notions 
of difference. 

As for Inference, on the other hand, as it is by its very nature, conceptual, 
it envisages generalities,—^and hence the idea of what forms its object cannot 
be determined by what actually figures in the cognition ; because the object 
(in the form of generalities) cannot figure in the cognition ; its object therefore 
can be determined only by the conviction (certainty) that it produces ; as has 
been thus declared—‘ The form that is not determined by convictions,—how 
can that form the objective of those cognitions ? ’—^Thus it is that though 
Inference is devoid of the actual appearance of the object, yet it is brought 
about by the inference of the perception of things that are invariably con¬ 
comitant, and hence becomes indirectly tied down to the object; and it is 
on this that its validity is based. Hence in this case, certainty regarding the 
invariable concomitance is essential; as otherwise. Inference could not come 
about at all. 

For these reasons. Perception cannot be regarded as standing on the 
same footing as Inference.—(2973) 

In the following Text, the other party urges that—“ if the validity of 
Cognitions depends upon extraneous causes, there is mutual inter¬ 
dependence ’* ;— 

TEXT (2974). 

“ If the validity of the cognition is not definitely ascertained, 
—then how could any sane person have recourse to 
activity ? Because what is wanted is not cog¬ 
nised.’’— (2974) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, in every case it is necessary that the sane man 
should have the conviction of the validity of his cognition, and then have 
recourse to activity following from that cognition; and when this activity 
is there, then alone can there be any conviction of tfio validity of the cogni¬ 
tion ; so that there is mutual interdependence.—^Thus then, the sane man 
having no conviction regarding the desired thing, how could he have recourse 
to any activity ?—(2974) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the above :— 
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TEXT (2976). 

OUE ANSWER TO THE ABOVE IS AS FOLLOWS It IS THROUGH THE DOUBT¬ 
FUL Cognition itself that the clever man has recourse 
TO activity ; and this does not detract from his 
cleverness.— (2976) 

COMMENTARY. 

Activity is of two kinds—(a) tending to fruitful activity, and {b) tending 
to the ascertainment of validity.—As regards the former, it has been already 
explained how that activity is possible, even when there is Doubt; and the 
reason for this Hes in the fact that Sense-perception prompts man to activity 
by the mere Cognition of the thing envisaged by it; and such activity does not 
detract from the cleverness of the man; because in the case of agricultmists, 
activity is found, even though the issue in the matter is doubtful. This is 
what is meant by the Text.—^It will not be right to assert that—“ agricul¬ 
turists are regarded as intelligent agents only because they have recourse to 
activity only when they are sure regarding the efficacy of the measures 
adopted by them —^Because the Measures are always dependent upon the 
nature of what is meant to be obtained through them; and hence, if there 
is no certainty regarding the End, there can be none regarding the Means 
(or Measures).—(2975) 


The following Text proceeds to point out that the second kind of activity 
(that tending to the ascertainment of validity) is all the more proper,— 
whore there is Doubt regarding validity ;— 


TEXT (2976). 

It is because of the Man having acted on the basis of a Doubt, in 
regard to the ascertainment of validity,—that its being the 
PROPER Means can be ascertained ; so that there is this 
EVEN when there IS DoUBT. — (2976) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because, in regard to the ascertainment of validity, the man acts through 
a doubtful idea, and thereby he ascertains the fact of the thing being the 
proper Means,—therefore it is only right that there should be activity in 
regard to that Means, even when there is Doubt.—(2976) 


Question :—“ How is the fact of its being the Means ascertained ? ’* 
Answer :— 
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TEXTS (2977-2979). 

When I have recourse to activity on the basis of a doubtful 
Cognition,—^if I succeed in obtaining the fruit of that 

ACTIVITY, THEN CERTAINTY REGARDING THE VALIDITY OF THAT COG¬ 
NITION WOULD BE AUTOMATICALLY APPREHENDED; IT CANNOT BE 
ASCERTAINED IN ANY OTHER WAY.—^NOR CAN IT BE REASONABLE 
TO RAISE THE QUESTION AS TO ‘ HOW THE MAN HAS RECOURSE TO THE 

SAID Means For the simple reason that there is no other 
WAY available. AS A MATTER OF FACT, WITHOUT THE Means, NO 
ONE CAN GET AT THE End. —^ThUS, EVEN WHEN ACTING ON THE 
BASIS OF A DOUBTFUL CoGNITION, THE MAN DOBS NOT LOSE HIS 
CHARACTER OF BEING A Sane PERSON.— (2977-2979) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Acting on the basis of a doubtf id Cognition ’ ; i.e. having recourse to 
activity, through a n^ere suspicion that his Cognition may be valid and right. 

The rest is easily understood ; hence it is not explained in detail.— 

(2977-2979) 


In the following Text, the other party proceeds to show that the idea 
of validity being ascertained by means of the Cognition of elective action is 
‘ Inconclusive —and thereby to support his contention that there is mutual 
interdependence :— 


. TEXT (2980). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, CoGNITION ENVISAGING EFFECTIVE ACTION IS 
PRESENT IN Dreams also ; and yet, on that account, it is 
NOT valid ;—^NOR IS ITS SOURCE, THE FORMER COG¬ 
NITION, VALID.”— (2980) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Its source, the former Cognition ’—^i.e. the Cognition of effective action ; 
—this should be construed with ‘ is not valid \ —(2980) 


The answer to the above is as follows 



EXAMINATION OP THE DOOTRINB OF ‘SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY*. 1337 


TEXTS (2981-2982). 

It CANNOT BE SO ; BECAUSE THE WHOLE OP THAT STATE IS ILLUSORY» 
HAVING NO BASIS IN THE EXTERNAL WORLD ;—WHENCE IN THOSE STATES, 

THERE CAN BE NO CONFORMITY WITH EXTERNAL OBJECTS;— 

ALL THESE ARE KNOWN IN THEIR OWN FORMS, NOT DIFFERING, 

IN THIS, FROM THE MiND AND THE MENTAL STATES. 

This is the reason why the difference 

BETWEEN the TWO STATES IS CLEARLY 
PERCEIVED.— (2981-2982) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what has been urged is against the Buddhist who accepts the reality 
of the external world, then the Reason adduced is ‘ inadmissible * ; this is 
what is meant by the first two lines. 

What is meant is that the said upholder of the external world admits 
the validity of Cognitions to be based upon conformity to the real state of 
things,—^and not upon conformity to the Cognition of effective action;— 
in the case of dreams, there can be no conformity to the real state of things ; 
because all parties are agreed on the point that the entire dream-state is 
illusory; hence in that state all the Cognitions that appear are without 
objects, hence they are objectless. Thus then, as the conditions of validity 
can be applicable to Cognitions of the waking state only, it is not right to 
urge the ‘ inconclusiveness ’ (or falsity) of our Reason on the basis of Dream- 
Cognition.—This is what is meant by the Text. 

Fiu*ther, the ‘ Cognition of effective action ’ that appears during dreams 
is one that has never appeared before,—^it is fleeting,—^and confused; while 
the reverse of it is the case with similar Cognition during the waking state; 
how then can the validity of this latter be doubtful in view of what happens 
in the former ? 

If, on the other hand, what has been urged is against the Yogdchdra 
(Idealist), then it has no bearing upon the case in question. Because it is 
for the practical man (from the practical point of view) that Valid Cognition 
has been defined as ‘ Cognition in conformity with the real state of things ’ ; 
—and in this connection, ‘ conformity ’ can consist only in the Cognition 
envisaging effective action ; as it is only when this latter has appeared that 
people regard the Cognition in question as ‘ valid * ; and it is for this purpose 
that people have recourse to activity towards things. This practical Cogni¬ 
tion can be only one appearing during the waking state; because it is only 
activities during this state that are regarded by people as real ; never those 
occurring during dreams. Thus then, so long as ‘ being waking Cognition ^ 
has not been introduced as a necessary qualification, there can be no ‘ incon¬ 
clusiveness ’ or ‘ falsity ’ in view of what happens during dreams.—(2981- 
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TEXT (2983). 

The following might be urged :—‘ It being ascertained that its 

VALIDITY IS DUB TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THE Coguition SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ COGNISED ’ —ThERE IS NO IN¬ 

CONGRUITY IN THIS.— (2983) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be iirged—“ The validity of all Cognitions being 
equally due to extraneous causes, why should there be this distinction ? 
And under these circumstances, the Cognition itself becomes the object cog¬ 
nised, which is extremely incongruous 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent. The answer to this is 
that—* there is no incongruity in this *;—‘ adah \ this.—^There is no incon¬ 
gruity in this, as ‘ cognition ’ and ‘ cognised * are relative terms like ‘ cause ’ 
and ‘ effect *, and ‘ Father * and ‘ Son ’.—(2983) 


The same idea is further explained :— 


TEXTS (2984-2985). 

The validity of the Cognition is always asserted in reference 

TO THE thing APPREHENDED BY IT ; AND THIS VALIDITY BEING 

apprehended by another Cognition, the former Cognition 
DOBS become ‘ cognised ’ ;—^AND THERE IS NO INCON¬ 
GRUITY IN THIS, AS THE NOTIONS OF ‘ COGNITION 
AND COGNISED ’ ARE BASED UPON RELATIVITY,— 

AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ CAUSE AND EFFECT ’ AND 

THE LIKE.— (2984-2985) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain thing is apprehended by a Cognition, this Cognition 
itself does not become the ‘ cognised ’ in relation to itself ; but in relation to 
the other Cognition that asserts its validity, it becomes the ‘ cognised *,— 
and is not a ‘ Cognition *; hence there is no incongruity or ‘ admixture *; 
just as one and the same thing, spoken of as ‘ cause * and ‘ effect in relation 
to different things, does not make an undue ‘ admixture ’.—(2984-2986) 


The following Text sums up the argument:— 
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TEXT (2986). 

Thus, it is established that the idea of validity, being ascer¬ 
tained THROUGH THE COGNITION OF EFFECTIVE ACTION, DOBS NOT 

INVOLVE Infinite Regress ; as all further need has 
ceased.— (2986) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ As all further need has ceased *;—‘ Pardkdhk§d * is to be treated as 
a Karmadhdraya compound ; ‘ para *—‘ another ‘ further *—being a quali¬ 
fication for ‘ dkdnk^d ’—‘ need —Or it may be taken as Tatpuru^a — 

‘ need for another ’—i.e. anything other than conformity to the reality;— 
because all such need has ceased. 

Further, when it is said that ‘ Cognition in conformity with reality is 
valid —it provides the definition (peculiar characteristic) of that Cognition 
which brings about the result in the shape of the Cognition of effective action. 
This definition is not applicable to the Cognition of the result itself; under 
the circumstances, how could there be any room for the objection that this 
Cognition also should be regarded as valid ? For instance, when the Seed 
is defined as the cause of the Sprout ^—do the wise ones raise the question 
that the Sprout also should be regarded as the Seed ? What happens in this 
case is that the fact of the Seed being the ‘ cause of the Sprout * is cognised 
only when one sees the Sprout (rising from it); in the same manner, the 
Cognition is cognised as ‘ valid * only when its result in the shape of effective 
action is perceived ; and this result is not apprehended by another Cognition; 
only if it did, would there be an Infinite Regress. Because the Cognition of 
the result, which is in the shape of Cognition, is cognised by itself (not by 
another Cognition); and there can be no mistake or illusion in the Cognition 
in regard to itself; because if there were any uncertainty regarding it, the 
Cognition of itself coiild not come about at all. Thus there is nothing in 
what has been urged by the other party.—(2986) 

Now, the Opponent urges, in Text 2987, the objection that—“ in the 
event of the validity of Cognitions being ascertained through the perfection 
of its cause (source), there would be an Infinite Regress ’*;—and this objection 
is answered in the subsequent Texts 2988-2990 :— 

TEXTS (2987-2990). 

“ Even when the Cognition has come about, its validity is not 
ascertained until the perfection of its source has been 
apprehended by another Cognition [so that there is an 
Infinite Regress].”— (2987) —^The answer of the wise ones to 
this is that there can be no Infinite Regress ; because the 
said perfection of the source is apprehended by the Cognition 
OF conformity, which is not dependent upon anything else; 
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AS THE CONFORMITY OF THE RESULT IS PERCEIVED WHEN THE OBJECT 

IS NEAR BY ; AND PROM THAT FOLLOWS THE COGNITION OF THE PER¬ 
FECTION OP THE SOURCES (OP THE COGNITION) WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. 

In the CASE WHERE THE OBJECT IS NOT IN CLOSE PROXIMITY, THE 

Cognition arising from it must be valid, because it has been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY IT (THE PERFECT CAUSE),—^JUST LIKE THE 

Cognition apprehending the object which is in close proxi¬ 
mity (to the observer).— (2987-2990) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two kinds of Cognition—one envisaging the object near the 
observer, and the other envisaging the object remote from him. As regards 
the former, its validity is ascertained, not by the recognition of the perfec¬ 
tion of its cause, but from the Cognition of its being in conformity to 
effective activity. Because, in this case, the Cognition of the perfection 
of its sources is not possible, until its truth is recognised through its 
conformity to effective action ; and when its truth has been recognised, if tlie 
Cognition of the perfection of its sources comes later on, it can serve no useful 
purpose. 

As regards the Cognition envisaging remote things, its validity can be 
ascertained through the Cognition of the perfection of its sources ;—this is 
what is pointed out in the sentence—* In ike case where the object is not in 
close proximity, etc, etc,* —For instance, the validity of the Cognition of the 
golden conch-shell, which is far remote from the observer, can be ascertained 
only from the fact of its being brought about by it,—i.e. being brought 
about by perfect (efficient) causes,—^just like the Cognition of the white 
conch-shell, which is near the man. This argument may be thus formulated 
—^That Cognition which has been brought about by perfect causes must 
be valid,—e.g. the Cognition of the white conch-shell, lying near the 
observer ;—this particular Cognition envisaging the remote object, in the 
shape of the yellow conch-shell, is one that has been brought by perfect 
causes ;—^thus this is a reason based upon the nature of the things con¬ 
cerned.—(2987-2990) 


Says the Opponent:—“ The Reason adduced in this argument is ‘ inad¬ 
missible * ; because the ‘ perfection of the cause ’ cannot be recognised without 
‘ conformity with the real state of the thing * ; because the Sense-organs 
(which are the cause of Cognitions) are themselves beyond the reach of the 
senses ; and when ‘ conformity with the real state of things ’ is needed, that 
in itself constitutes well-ascertained validity ; so that the recognition of ‘ the 
perfection of the caiLse ’ would serve no useful purpose ; as it would come after 
the validity has become ascertained.—^It might be argued that-—‘At times, 
from the Cognition of the object close by, one would find that it is in con¬ 
formity with effective action and from that he would know that the soiuee of 
the Cognition has been perfect, and then he would conclude that the Cognition 
is valid ; while at other times, in the case of the remote object, even though 
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he may not be cognisant with the fact of its being in conformity with effective 
action, and yet, in course of time, he would become assured of the perfection 
of the source of the Cognition, and then secure certainty regarding its 
validity —But this cannot be right. Because things being momentary 
and perishable, their activity cannot be always of one and the same 
form ; because, as the result of the influence of a succession of causal 
conditions, they would be acquiring diverse potencies.’* 

Anticipating all this, the Author supplies the following answer :— 


TEXTS (2991-2993). 

In regard to the conch-shell before our eyes, when IT IS FOUND 

THAT THE EFFECTIVE ACTION RESULTING FROM ITS COGNITION IS ONE 
that can be PRODUCED BY THE white objpXt, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT 

THE Cognition of the white conch-shell is not one produced 
BY EYES AFFECTED BY JAUNDICE. ThE PURITY (PERFECTION) OF 
THE CAUSE HAVING BECOME THUS RECOGNISED, IF, AT THE SAME 
TIME, THERE SHOULD ARISE THE COGNITION OF THE yelloW COLOUR 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONCH-SHELL MADE OP GOLD,—^AS THAT 
ALSO WOULD HAVE BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY FLAWLESS CAUSES, 
THERE WOULD BE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE VALIDITY OF THAT 

Cognition, — ^just as in that of the Cognition of the white 

COLOUR in CONNECTION WITH THE WHITE CONCH-SHELL, WHICH HAS 
LED TO EFFECTIVE ACTION.— (2991-2993) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows:—We do not mean that, in the 
case of the Cognition of the remote object, appearing at some other time,— 
its validity is ascertained through the perfection of its source ;—if this were 
our opinion, then alone could our Reason be ‘ inadmissible on account of 
the possibility of fresh potencies appearing under the influence of successive 
causal conditions ;—^what we do mean is that, in the case of the Cognition of 
the white conch-shell near us, at the same time that we have the certainty 
regarding the flawlessness of the cause brought about by the securing of the 
effect due to the white colour,—^there appears the Cognition of the yeUow 
colour in the golden conch-shell lying far away from us,—it is concluded 
that as the perceptive cause has been foimd to be flawless, the said Cognition 
of the yellow colour must be valid, true.—^Tt is not possible that the 
source of Cognition should have become changed at the same time ; as in that 
case, there would be no conformity of the Cognition of the proximate object 
with effective action.—(2991-2993) 


The following Text proceeds to show that what has been just said should 
be quite acceptable to the Mtmdmaakas ;— 
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TEXT (2994). 

The Author op the Bhd^ya also has said the same thing by the 

MENTION OP the ATTACK OP HUNGER, ETC. ; HENCE IT IS THROUGH 
SHEER DELUSION THAT THE InPINITE BeGRESS HAS 
BEEN URGED.— (2994) 

COMMENTABY. 

This shows that the Mlmamaaka^a proposition involves self-contradiction 
also. For instance, the Author of the Bhd^a (Shahara) has declared as follows 
(Su. 1. 1. 5, p. 8):—“ Wien the Mind or the Sense-organ becomes beset with 
hunger, etc.,—or when the external object is beset with smallness, etc.,— 
then the Cognition turns out to bo wrong; when they are not so beset, the 
Cognition is right; becatLse the contact of the Sense-organ—^Mind—and object 
is the cause of Cognition; when this contact is not present, there can be no 
Cognition ; hence any defect in the said contact becomes the cause of wrong 
Cognition ;—^when the three factors are defective, the resultant Cognition is 
wrong; as is clear from the fact, that on the removal of the defect, the 
correct Cognition is secured.—^If it is asked—‘ how can it be known that the 
cause is defective ? *, the answer is that, if, on careful scrutiny, no defect is 
discovered, then there being no ground for asserting that there is defect, we 
conclude that the cause is free from defect.’* 

In this passage, the Author of the Bhd^a has clearly stated that the 
validity of the Cognition is ascertained from the recognition of the flawless¬ 
ness of the cause. If this wore not meant, then what would bo the sense of 
the phrase ‘ on careful scrutiny ’ ? 

Thus this goes against the assertion that the validity of Cognitions is 
self-sufficient.—(2994) 

It has been asked by the Mimdmmka, under Text 2861 et seq ,—“ On 
what grounds have the Corroborative Cognition and the Cognition of per¬ 
fection been held to be superior to the initial Cognition ? ” 

The answer to this, so far as the Corroborative Cognition is concerned, 
has been explained before; now the Author provides the answer, in regard 
to the Cognition of perfection :— 

TEXT (2995). 

The VALIDITY OP THE INITIAL COGNITION IS NOT RECOGNISED, BECAUSE 

OP THE SUSPICION THAT IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY DEPBCTIVE CAUSES. ThIS IS THE POINT IN WHICH 

THE ‘ Cognition of perfection ’ has been 
REGARDED AS Superior. — (2995) 

COMMENTABY. 

‘ Mdnatd *—validity. 

‘ Adyasya ’^-of the Cognition of the object itself. It is called ‘ initial * 
because it comes before the Cognition of the perfection of the cause. 
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‘ Tat ’—therefore.—(2995) 

The following Text shows the faultlessness of the activity :— 


TEXT (2996). 

Thus the perfection of the cause being ascertained through 
THE Cognition of effective action,—^in a case where 
there is no effective action at ALL, THE FUNCTION¬ 
ING CANNOT BE DEPRECATED.— (2996) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Akftdrthxij etc .'—that which has not porformtxi any effective action. 

* Avachyd *—not to be deprecated. 

The idea is that it is so, because it is preceded by the ascertainment of 
validity.—(2996) 

It iias been asserted by the Mmidmsaka, in Text 2862, that—“ Validity 
must bo regarded as inherent in all Cognitions as a general rule, etc. etc.” 
The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXTS (2997-2999). 

If self-VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS IS THE GENERAL RULE, AND IT IS DIS¬ 
CARDED WHEN THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNI¬ 
TION OF ITS SOURCES BEING DEFECTIVE,—THEN VALIDITY BECOMES 
REALLY DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT AND ABSENCE OF THE 

Cognition of the source being defective ; and for you thus 
THE certainty REGARDING VALIDITY IS DUE TO EXTRANEOUS 
CAUSES. Because the said ‘ absence ' is a negative Cognition, 
which is essentially DIITFERBNT from the other FORM of 
POSITIVE Cognition,—this other form being ‘ Non-apprehen¬ 
sion ’ according to you, and ‘ Inference ’ according to us.— 
(2997-2999) 

COMMENTARY. 

The first two lines reproduce the opinion of the other party, and the 
other lines state the objection against that opinion. 

If the Cognition of annulment, etc. discards the Validity, then it means 
that conviction regarding Validity is duo to the absence of the Cognition of 
the annulment, etc.; and this would mean that it is due to causes extraneous 
to the Cognition itself. Because ‘ Non-apprehension ’ (Negation) has been 
accepted as a distinct form of Cognition. 

According to our view the form of Cognition called * Non-apprehension * 
is included under ‘ Inference *, and is not a distinct form of Cognition.— 
(2997-2999) 
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Further, the said general rule and its exception being ‘ conceptual *,— 
inasmuch as they pertain to Words and their meaning,—^would be always 
uncertain (flexible); hence they have no room in a discussion regarding the 
nature of entities ; bccn\ise all things are restricted within the limits of their 
own nature, and as such do not admit of the nature of other things. Hence 
when you put forward the general rul(? and its exception in this connection, 
it shows that you are ignorant of the real objective of Rules and Exceptions. 
For instance, in accordance with the reasoning propounded by yourself, a 
general rule and exception, contrary to those put forward by you, can be 
conceived.—^This is what is pointed out in the following;— 

TEXTS (3000.3001). 

By this same reasoning (that you have put forward) the Invalidity 
ALSO OP Cognitions may be proved to be inherent in them ; 

AS the SAME may BE ASSERTED IN SUPPORT OF IT AS FOLLOWS 

—^‘Therefore self-invalidity of Cognitions is the 

GENERAL RULE, AND IT IS DISCARDED WHEN THERE 
IS EITHER ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT, OR AB¬ 
SENCE OF THE Cognition of its source 
BEING DEFECTIVE.’— (3000-3001) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumdrila has declared as follows ;—“ For these reasons the Validity of 
the Cognition must be taken as following from its being of the nature of 
apprehension, and it can be discarded by the Cognition of the fact of the 
real object cognised being really unlike what figures in the Cognition, and by 
the Cognition of defects in its cause”.— {Shlokavdrtiica, 1. 1. 2; 53). 

The following Texts show that the same may be said regarding ‘ In¬ 
validity ’ also :— 

TEXTS (3002-3003). 

Similarly, the Invalidity of Cognition must be taken as following 

FROM ITS being OF THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION, AND IS DIS¬ 
CARDED BY THE Cognition of its being in conformity with 

the REAL NATURE OF THINGS AND BY THE COGNITION OF 

EFFICIENCY OF ITS SOURCE.—^If ‘ INVALIDITY ’ WERE DUE TO 
EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE ReGRESS ; 

BECAUSE IT COULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THE VaLID COGNI¬ 
TION, AND THIS IS ITSELF UNSTABLE.— (3002-3003) 

COMMENTARY. 

An ‘ a ’ should be read before ‘ pramdnatd 

‘ Yathdrthajndna ’ is Cognition of its being in conformity with the real 
state of things ;—‘ HUtUthagurm^jndna ’ is Cognition of the efficiency of the 
cause.—^These two terms form a Copulative Compound. 
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It heis been argued (by the Mlmdmsaka) under Text 2863, that—“If 
it is due to extraneous causes, then there is no Infinite Regress, because it 
would be dependent upon Validity and this is there all right —^The answer 
to this is—‘ If Invalidity tuere dm, eicJ *—‘ Etat * stands for Invalidity,— 
‘ tat ’, for the Valid Cognition.—(3002-3003) 

Question :—“ Why is it unstable, not firmly established ? ” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3004-3006). 

For instance, you assert ‘ Validity ’ on the ground of the absence 

OF SUBLATING COGNITION; AND * ABSENCE OF SUBLATION ’ ALSO 
IS HELD TO BE A DISTINCT FORM OF COGNITION, NAMED 

‘ Non-apprehension *;—so that the validity of this 

LATTER ALSO IS ASSERTED ON THE GROUND OF THE 
ABSENCE OF SUBLATING COGNITION ; AND THIS 
PROCESS PROCEEDING ON AND ON, THERE CAN 
BE NO RESTING GROUND (STABILITY). 

-(3004-3006) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (by the Mmmmsaka), under Text 2866, that—“ The 
sublating Cognition consists in the conviction that the thing cognised is 
otherwise than as cognised; and this conviction, being self-sufficient, sets 
aside the preceding Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (3006). 

Because the fact of the validity of the sublating Cognition 

BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT HAS NOT BEEN PROVED, THEREFORE IT 
CANNOT SET ASIDE THE PRECEDING COGNITION.— (3006) 

COMMENTARY. 

As the form of Cognition called ‘ Non-apprehension ’ is always dependent 
upon something else, its validity cannot be regarded as proved.—^(3006) 


The following Text proceeds to confirm the view that the Opponent’s 
view involves an Infinite Regress:— 
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TEXT (3007). 

If validity is admitted in some cases, even when thebe is no 

ABSENCE OF THE SUBLATING COGNITION,—THEN WHY SHOULD 
THEBE BE HOSTILITY AGAINST THE INITIAL 

Cognition ?— (3007) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in order to avoid Infinite Regress, it be held that in some cases there 
is validity, even though the sublating Cognition is not absent,—then, in the 
case of the initial Cognition also, there need be no dependence upon the 
absence of suhkUion ; and in this way, all Cognitions would be equally valid.— 
(3007) 

It has been argued (by the Mlmcimsaka) under Text 2807, that—“ It 
may be that there too, there may be need for another sublating Cognition in 
certain cases, where suspicion might be aroused in the mind of the person by 
the previous Cognition ; but that suspicion ceases after very little effort 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3008-3009). 

If THE sublating Cognition sets aside the pbeceding Cognition, 

BECAUSE its VALIDITY IS SELF-SUFFICIENT,—^WHY SHOULD THEBE 
ABISE ANY SUSPICION BEGABDING IT ? WhAT COULD BE SUS¬ 
PECTED WOULD BE THE POSSIBILITY OF ANOTHEB SUBLATING 

Cognition with self-sufficient validity ; but such 
A suspicion would BE SKLF-CONTRADICTOKY, AND 
COULD NEVER ARISE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
BEEN DULY ASCERTAINED.— (3008-3009) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the sublating Cognition is one of which the validity is not dependent 
upon anything else,—then, how could there arise any suspicion regarding its 
sublation,—^in view of which it is said that ‘ there may be need for another 
sublating Cognition ’ ? Hence there is clear self-contradiction—^involved 
in the statements that ‘ the validity of the sublating Cognition is self-sufti- 
cient * and that ‘ its sublation is suspected *.—^Because what is meant by 
‘ independence ‘ self-sufficiency ’, is that it has become an object of firm 
conviction; and as a matter of fact, where there is firm conviction, any 
suspicion regarding it is absolutely impossible. Because as between ‘ cer¬ 
tainty * and ‘ uncertainty one always sets aside the other; and ‘ suspicion 
as envisaging both ends, operates in the manner of ‘ uncertainty \ ‘ doubt 
-(3008-3009) 
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It has been argued (by the Mlmdmsaka) under Text 2869, that—“ If, 
even after due effort at seeking for it, no other sublating Cognition is foimd,— 
on account of there being no basis for it,—^then no Cognition sublative of the 
first Cognition would be found, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3010-3017). 

Under the theory op the selp-validity of Cognitions, the validity 

BEING ASCERTAINED BY ITSELF, WHY SHOULD AN EFFORT BE MADE 
TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OP A SUBLATING CoGNITION ?—^BECAUSE, 
WHEN THE VALIDITY OP A COGNITION IS NOT DEFINITELY COGNISED 
BY ITSELF, ITS SUBLATING CoGNITION IS GOT AT WITHOUT EFFORT. 

Thus, why should there be said to be ‘ three Cognitions ' for 
THE investigator ? In FACT THERE IS NOT ROOM FOR A SINGLE 
ONE ; THE CONVICTION REGARDING IT HAVING COME ABOUT BY ITSELF. 
—If it BE HELD THAT—“ EVEN WHEN NO SUBLATING COGNITION IS 
ACTUALLY FOUND, THERE ARISES SUSPICION DUE TO DOUBT ; BECAUSE 

THE non-appreheriaicm OP sublating Cognition is not always 

CONCOMITANT WITH ITS ABSENCE " ;—THEN, UNDER THE CIRCUM¬ 
STANCES, WHY HAVE YOU BECOME SATISFIED WITH ONLY three (COG¬ 
NITIONS) ? Because, as before, even when the sublating 
Cognition is not there, its presence could always be sus¬ 
pected ; AND this suspicion of sublation could not cease 
until one met with conformity to effective action ; hence 
the restriction to three only is entirely futile.—^Thus then, 
EVEN in a case WHERE NO SUBLATION HAS ACTUALLY APPEARED, ITS 
PRESENCE CAN ALWAYS BE SUSPECTED ; SPECIALLY AS CASUISTRY CAN 
NEVER LEAD TO THE ASCERTAINMENT OF TRUTH.—^EvEN THOUGH A 
MAN MAY HAVE HAD THE UNSUBLATED COGNITION OF THE CONCH- 

SHELL AS yeUow, throughout his life,—^such Cognition can 
NEVER BECOME VALID.— (3010-3017) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Validity is ascertained by itself, then Validity being invariably con¬ 
comitant with conviction,—where there is no conviction^ there, by implica¬ 
tion, would be Invalidity; so that the presence of its sublating Cognition 
becomes secured without any effort; hence any effort to prove the existence 
of the said sublating Cognition would be futile. So that there is no room 
for even a single Cognition on the part of the investigator; what to say of 
three ? Hence when it is said that ‘ the Cognition of the investigator does 
not proceed beyond tliree it is something entirely irrelevant. This is what 
is pointed out in the Text beginning with the word ‘ Atah * (Text 3012). 

The following might be urged—“ The absence of the sublating Cognition 
cannot be ascertained by mere non-apprehension of it; because even when a 
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thing is existent, it is not apprehended if it happens to be rennote, or very 
small, or hidden; so that non-exiatence is not invariably concomitant with 
non-apprehenawn ; hence it is that effort is made for proving that there is 
no sublating Cognition 

If that is so, then please give up the idea of any such restriction as that 
‘ the investigator should have only three Cognitions *; because, as in the 
case of the first Cognition, so in all other Cognitions, the presence of sublation 
would be suspected ; until the Cognition of the fruit (result) of the Cognition 
has apx>eared,—^how can the suspicion of sublation be prevented, in view of 
which, there could be the restriction of the number of Cognitions to three 
only ? Unless there is proof for it, mere proclamation cannot bring about 
the cessation of suspicion in the minds of intelligent men. Because the 
whole investigation regarding Cognitions proceeds on the basis of real things ; 
and what has been started is not mere Casuistry, whereby only a few 
Cognitions are examined. 

If the validity of Cognitions rested upon the limitation of the investigation 
to three Cognitions only,—then in the case of men who have suffered from the 
jaundiced eye throughout their life, as the conch-shell is always cognised as 
yeUoWj —that Cognition would be quite valid.—(3010-3017) 


The following question might be raised:—^If the Cognition is invalid^ 
how is it that the sublation of it does not appear after the investigation of the 
three Cognitions ?—^The answer may be that, because it does not appear, 
therefore it is concluded that it does not exist,—^The answer to this is as 
follows:— 


TEXT (3018). 

It is just possible that the sublating Cognition does not appear 

BECAUSE the CAUSE OF THE REMOVAL OF THE DEFECT IS NOT 
AVAILABLE, OR BECAUSE OF SOME OTHER REASON ; 

HENCE THE SUSPICION REGARDING THE POSSI¬ 
BILITY OF ITS BEING THERE DOES NOT 

CEASE.— (3018) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Cauae of the remoml of the defect *—such as the dropping of the juice 
of the Drmm-fhuier into the eyes (which cures the jaundice);—^when no such 
remedy is available, the Cognition sublating the Cognition of yellowneas in 
the conch-shell does not appear. 

‘ Or hecauae of acme other reaaon ’;—for instance, when looking at the 
mass of mirage and mistaking it for water, if one does not move up to it, 
the corrective Cognition envisaging the sandy desert as distinguished from 
water does not appear.—(3018) 
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It has been argued by the Mlmdmmka under Text 2872, that—“ If the 
man, through stupidity, should imagine the existence of the sublating Cogni¬ 
tion, even when none has come about, he would be beset with doubts in all 
his dealings, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3019-3021). 

Thus, even where the suspicion (of sublation) is due to stupidity, 

THERE IS ALWAYS SOME GROUND FOR IT ; WHEN THEBE IS COGNITION 
OF THE PERFECTNESS OF THE CAUSE AND THAT OF CONFORMITY TO 
REALITY, THERE ARISES NO SUSPICION IN THE MIND OF THE WISE. 

So THAT HE DOES NOT BECOME BESET WITH DOUBT IN ALL HIS 
DEALINGS : AS HIS MIND HAS BECOME FREE FROM DOUBT, ON 

THE Cognition of the said perfectness and conformity. 

—^If even after this, a foolish man entertains sus¬ 
picions, —^IT IS IN reference TO SUCH A PERSON 
THAT THE SUSPICIOUS CHARACTER SEEMS TO HAVE 
BEEN DEPRECATED BY THE UnBORN OnE (IN 
THE Bhagavadgltd), — (3019-3021) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained that all doubt and suspicion cease when the 
perfect character of the cause, and conformity with reality have become 
perceived. 

It has been asserted by the Mlmamsakay under Text 2873, that—“ Sus¬ 
piciousness has been deprecated by Vamd^va, etc. ete.”.—What the person 
making this assertion has shown by this is only his own devotion to the 
Bhakti-cu% not the real state of things. A mere assertion, without reasons, 
does not carry conviction regarding the real state of things, to any intelligent 
person whose mind has risen above the normal. 

The words of Vdsvdeva (that have bt^en quoted) were pronoimced in 
an entirely different context, and are not incompatible with our view of things. 
—^This is what is shown by the words—‘ //, even after this, etc. etc .'—‘ After 
this ’—i.e. after having perceived the perfectness of the cause and also con¬ 
formity to reality, —one,—like yourself,—entertains suspicions,—as asserted 
(under Text 2834) that—‘ the corroboration of the corroboration also has 
to be sought for ’,—such suspicious character is what appears to have been 
deprecated by the ‘ Unborn One ’— Viip%u. —(3019-3021) 

It has been argued by the Mtmdmsaka, under Text 2874, that—“ When, 
in regard to a Cognition, a certain sublation is possible,—and, on being 
sought for, is not found,—then in regard to that Cognition, it has to be 
concluded that there is no sublation at all ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

39 
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TEXTS (3022-3023). 

If the ASCERTAINMENT OF VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT UPON THE EXIGENCIES 
OF PLACE, TIME, THE MAN AND THE CIRCUMSTANCES,—^IT IS CLEAR 
THAT THE DEFINITE COGNITION OF VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT 
UPON EXTRANEOUS CAUSES. FoR INSTANCE, THE PLACE 
AND TIME HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED THROUGH THE 
ABSENCE OP SUBLATION, THE ASCERTAINMENT OF 
THE VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION 
CLEARLY FOLLOWS FROM OTHER 

Means of Cognition. —(3022- 
3023) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this the Author points out the solf-contradictioii involved in the 
position of the other party.—For instance, if the Cognition of validity is 
held to be dependent upon the exigencies of place, time, the man and the 
attendant circumstances,—then it is clearly meant that the validity is due 
to extraneous causes; because as regards place, time, etc., when it is ascertained 
by means of other Means of Cognition, that there is no sublation,—it follows 
that the initial—first—Cognition is valid;—^when this view has been accepted, 
how can one avoid the conclusion that the validity of Cognitions is due to 
extraneous causes ? Surely the absence of stiblation can be ascertained only 
by other Means of Cognition. Under the view that the validity of Cogni¬ 
tion is inherent in it, all Cognitions would have to bo regarded as valid ; 
in order to avoid this contingency, yon will have to assort that ‘ self-sufficient 
validity belongs only to that Cognition of which there is no sublation ’ ;— 
and this absence of sublation cannot be cognised by mere non-apprehension ; 
as such a conclusion would be wrong; hence the said absence can be 
ascertained only by the non-apprehension of that which would have been 
apprehended (if it existed); as it is only this that is invariably concomitant 
with * absence of sublation ’ ; and this ‘ non-apprehension of what would 
have been apprehended ’ cannot be any other than that which follows from 
the Cognition of its conformity with reality ;—so that it would mean the 
acceptance of the view that certainty relating to validity can be obtained 
through other Means of Cognition; [and this would be contrary to your 
doctrine of the self-validity of Cognitions].—(3022-3023) 


It has been argued by the other party, under Text 2882, that—“In 
such dealings as debts, as between two parties, while the plaintiff makes 
only one statement, the defendant makes two, [hence there need be the 
following up of only three Cognitions] 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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As REGARDS DEALINGS REGARDING DeBT, ETC. WHICH ADMIT OF ONLY 
three statements,—this condition (of three statements) is appli¬ 
cable TO THOSE CASES ONLY, AND SHOULD NOT BE CITED IN CON¬ 
NECTION WITH Validity. — In those cases, the two disputants 
MAKE STATEMENTS ON RECALLING THINGS TO THEIR MEMORY, 

AND DO NOT FIND TIME TO MAKE A CAREFUL SCRUTINY OF 
THINGS. As REGARDS THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS HOW¬ 
EVER, THINGS HAVE GOT TO BE DETERMINED IN REGARD 
TO THE REAL STATE OF THINGS,—AND NOT BY MERE 

Casuistry. Hence the dealings that have 

BEEN CITED ARE NOT ANALOGOUS TO THE SUBJECT 
UNDER CONSIDERATION.— (3024-3026) 

COMMENTARY. 

The exact position regarding the validity of Cognitions, which is related 
to the real nature of things, forms the subject under consideration ; while 
the transactions relating to Debt, etc. consist in Casuistry and are related to 
Conventions made by the mere whims of men; the citing of these transactions 
therefore only shows your ignorance of the subject under consideration.— 
(3024-3026) 


It has been asserUjd under Texl 2884, that—“ it is for this same reason 
that Deities are called Tri-satya (Tliree-truth) 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3027). 

The FACT OF the Deities being called ‘ Trisatya ’ cannot lead to 
ANY certainty (REGARDING VALIDITY) ; IN FACT, IF THIS 
certainty does NOT FOLLOW FROM THE VERY FIBST 
(STATEMENT), IT CANNOT FOLLOW FROM 
OTHERS.— (3027) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ From the first ’—i.o. from the first statement;—if the certainty does 
not follow,—then that certainty cannot follow from others —i.e. from the two 
statements coming later on.—(3027) 


The same idea is further elucidated :— 
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TEXT (3028). 

Inasmuch as thb lateb two statements are of the same two men,* 
IF thebe is no confidence in the first one, what 

PECULIARITY IS THERE IN THE OTHER TWO (WHICH 
MAKES THEM MORE TRUSTWORTHY) ? 

—(3028) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Later *—i.e. appearing at a later time. 

‘ No confidence ’—^no certainty of conviction. 

‘ In the other two ’—^The two other than the first, i.e. the two coming at 
a later time. 

The man who makes one, and also two, false statements,—^why should 
he not make a third false statement ? Who is there to prevent him doing 
it—by virtue of which conviction should result from the third ?—(3028) 


It has been asserted, in Text 2885, that—“ under the view of self¬ 
validity, there is no Infinite Regress, etc. etc.**. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (3029). 

Thus, in accordance with the reasoning set forth previously, 
THERE IS Infinite Regress involved under your view 
ALSO. And Validity and Invalidity remain as 
THEY ARE IN REALITY. —(3029) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The reasoning set Jorih previously ’—i.e. the one set forth under Text 3004 
et seq* —(3029) 


It has been argued under Text 2886 that—“ the Word that is eternal or 
proceeds from a trustworthy person does not become vitiated by the defects 
of the hearer or the speaker 

The answer to this is as follows :— 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOOTRINE OF ‘SBLF-SUFFIOIBNT VAUDITY ^ 1363 


TEXTS (3030-3031). 

The Eternal Word has been discarded by us previously in detail; 
Under your view, there is no trustworthy person entirely 

FREE FROM ALL DEFECTS ; AND HOW CAN A PERSON BE ‘ TRUST¬ 
WORTHY WHEN THE MASS OF HIS IGNORANCE HAS NOT 
BEEN DISPELLED ? BECAUSE ON THE PRESENCE OF 
THE DEFECTS, IT IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUSPICION 
THAT HIS WORD MAY BE FALSE.— (3030-3031) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Premoualy *—^i.e. under the Chapter on ‘ The Revealed Word the 
idea of the ‘ Eternal Word ’ has been refuted in detail; and when its very 
existence is not admitted, how could there be any investigation regarding its 
self-sufficient validity ? 

As regards the ‘ trustworthy person —no such person is admitted by 
the Mlmoimaaka himself; any work written by him also becomes inadmissible. 
Because, if a man has had all the defects,—Love, Hate, etc.—^which are the 
source of untruth,—completely destroyed, then alone he can be regarded as 
‘ trustworthy otherwise, how could trvstwoTthineas be accepted in the case of 
a man whose mind is beset with the sources of untruth, in the shape of 
Love, Hate and other defects ? And you, Mimdmaakaa, do not admit of 
any such person as has completely shaken off the entanglements of the 
‘ Affiictions ’ (Defects); hence there can be no ‘ word of the trustworthy 
person * for you.—(3030-3031) 

Then again, granting that there is a ‘ trustworthy person ’; even so 
any ‘ word ’ (assertion) of such a person cannot be said to be known.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following :— 

TEXTS (3032-3034). 

Even though such a ‘ trustworthy person ’ may be born,—^who 

COULD COME TO KNOW OF THE HOST OF HIS GOOD QUALITIES, AND 
THEREBY HAVE CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OF SUCH A TRUSTWORTHY 

PERSON ?—If THERE WERE SOME ONE WITH SUPERNORMAL 

VISION WHO COULD PERCEIVE HIS EXCELLENT QUALITIES,— 

—WHAT USE COULD SUCH A PERSON HAVE FOR ANY ‘ WORDS 
OF THE TRUSTWORTHY PERSON ’ ? BECAUSE HE WOULD 
HIMSELF KNOW ALL THINGS, INDEPENDENTLY OP ALL 
ASSERTIONS. As FOR ANY OTHER PERSON, AS HE 
COULD NOT RECOGNISE THE ‘ TRUSTWORTHY PERSON 
HE COULD NEVER LEARN OP THINGS FROM 
HIS WORDS.— (3032-3034) 

COMMENTARY. 

Unless it has been found who the ‘ trustworthy person ’ is, it cannot be 
ascertained what is ‘ the word of the trustworthy person *; and it is not 
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possible to find out who is the ‘ trustworthy person ’; because the man who 
has got rid of all his * Afflictions and defects * and who is capable of perceiving 
supersensuous things may be able to recognise the ‘ trustworthy person *; 
but the word of such a tnistworthy person can serve no useful purpose for 
such a man, as he would himself be able to perceive all things and as such 
would not depend, for his activity, upon the ‘ trustworthy person ’; hence 
the recognition of such a person would be of no use to him. As for other 
ordinary men, whose vision is limited, they cannot recognise the * trustworthy 
person ’; and hence they cannot learn anything from the words of such a 
person ; as there could be no certainty about it.—(3032-3034) 

It has been asserted by the other party, under Text 2887, that— 
“Teachers and Fellow-students help to prevent mutilations in the Eternal 
Word, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3035). 

Under the theory op ‘ self-validity the certainty comes about 

PROM the birth of THE COGNITION ITSELF ; HENCE THERE CAN 
BE NO ‘ Mutilation ’; what then is there to be 
PREVENTED ?— (3035) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Niahchayajatifah ’—on account of certainty having come about.— 
Otherwise, if the certainty did not come about from the Cognition itself,— 
then the doctrine of * self-validity ’ would bo done away with.—(3035) 

It has been asserted, \mder Text 2888 that—“ the assertion does not 
become vitiated by the defects which are warded off by the excellence of the 
Teacher, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3036). 

It is true that the assertion is not vitiated by the DEFECTS, 
which ABE WARDED OFF BY THE EXCELLENCES ; BUT AS THERE CAN 

BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE EXCELLENCES, THERE CAN 
BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE SAID FACT (OF NOT 
BEING VITIATED).— (3036) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be tnie that the assertion of highly qualified men is not vitiated 
by defects, these latter being warded off by the excellences; but even so, 
inasmuch as the excellences present in the ‘ chain * of other persons is 
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beyond the reach of the sensee, there can be no certainty regarding it; and 
in the absence of such certainty, there can be no certainty regarding the 
assertion of the qualified person; and what has not been duly ascertained 
cannot be self-sufficient in its validity.—(3036) 

It has been argued by the other party in Text 2888, that—“ as there is 
no maker (composer), there could be no defects, for which there would be no 
receptacle 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3037). 

The IDEA THAT THE ‘ EtBRNAL WoRD ’ IS WITHOUT A ‘ MAKER ’ HAS 
BEEN ALREADY REFUTED ; CONSEQUENTLY IT CANNOT BE RIGHT 

THAT “ THERE BEING NO MAKER, THERE COULD BE NO DEFECTS, 

FOR WHICH THERE WOULD BE NO RECEPTACLE.’'— (3037) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Alread/y ’—^under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word *.—(3037) 

It has been argued under Text 2889, that—“ in the case of the assertion 
of trustworthy persons, two facts have been perceived—^the absence of 
defects and the presence of excellences ; and it has already been shown how 
validity cannot be due to the excellences 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3038-3039). 

How VALIDITY CAN BE DUB TO EXCELLENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY 
EXPLAINED ; AND SO LONG AS THE EXCELLENCES ARE NOT RECOGNISED, 

THE ABSENCE OP DEFECTS CANNOT BE PERCEIVED.— ThUS THEN, 

IT CANNOT BE RIGHT THAT THE ASSERTION, VALID BY ITSELF, 

IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS ; BECAUSE, 

NOT BEING COGNISED, THE absence of defects can¬ 
not SERVE AS AN INDICATOR.— (3038-3039) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Has been explained *—under Text 2988. 

It has been asserted above (2890) that—“ the assertion, valid by itself, 
is indicated by the absence of defects ”.—^This is not right; . because 
excellences are beyond the reach of the senses, and when they cannot be 
cognised, the absence of defects also, which consists in the presence of excellences^ 
cannot be noticed.—^This is what is said in the words—‘ The absence of 
defects cannot serve as an indicator *; that is, it cannot serve the purpose of 
indicating the validity; because it is itself uncognised,—(3038-3039) 
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The following Text shows that what is itself unknown cannot serve as an 
indicator:— 

TEXTS (3040-3041). 

Unless people know the stick, they cannot have any idea of 
stick-hddcr. Thus the idea op the ‘ self-validity ’ piiNG 
INDICATED BY the absence of defects becomes discarded by 

SELF-CONTRADICTION. —^ThE obseUCe of dcfcctS CAN QUALIFY 

THE ‘ Word ’ only when ascertained by that 
Means of Cognition which consists of Non- 

APPRBHBNSION ; AND IN THIS WAY VALIDITY OF 
A COGNITION WOULD BE DUE TO SOME¬ 
THING EXTRANEOUS TO ITSELF.— 

(3040-3041) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, absence of defects may be a qiialification; but even so, the 
objection remains,—^as there is possibility of self-contradiction. For instance, 
if Validity is indicated and qualified by the absence of defects, then it would 
clearly mean that Validity is extraneous ; and this would go against and 
discard the assertion that Validity is inherent. 

This same idea is further clarified in the words—‘ the absence of defects 
can qualify, etc, etc,\ —If the absence of defects is ascertained through the 
Means of Cognition known as ‘ Non-apprehension ’, then alone it could 
serve as a qualification (and an indicator); because what is not ascertained 
cannot serve as a qualification ; and there is no other Means of Cognition 
that could bring abo\it the certain Cognition of the absence (of defects);— 
consequently it becomes clearly asserted that the Validity of the Cognition 
follows from Non-apprehension, which is something different from the 
Cognition itself.—(3040-3041) 

It has been argued by the other party, under the Text 2893, that— 
“ while the excellences are there, there does not appear any Cognition of the 
defects of the man 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3042). 

Even when the excellences are there, the Cognition of the 
defects of the man do appear. If there is non-cognition 
OF excellences, how can there be any Cognition 
OP THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS ?— (3042) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, while the excellences are there, there can be no Cognition of the 
defects (of the Man), then,—as the excellences, lying within the * chain ’ 
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of another person, and hence beyond the senses, would not be cognised,— 
there could be no certainty regarding the absence of defects ; as the ‘ absence 
of defects * consists in the ‘ presence of excellences ’; and unless there is 
Cognition of the place devoid of the Jar, there can be no Cognition of the 
absence of the Jar, —(3042) 

The same idea is further clarified— 


TEXT (3043). 

Defects,—^in the shape of Hate, Delusion and the like—^arb set 
ASIDE BY excellences,—^IN THE SHAPE OF KINDNESS, WISDOM AND 
SO FORTH ; CONSEQUENTLY, IF THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARD¬ 
ING THESE LATTER— MndneSS, ETC.—^HOW CAN THERE BE 

ANY Cognition of the absence of those 
(defects) ? —(3043) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Te^dm ’ ‘ of those ’—^i.e. of the Defects.—(3043) 

Kumdrila has argued as follows :—“ At the time (of the Cognition of the 
absence of defects) the excellences do not function on being themselves 
cognised; in fact, it is by mere presence that they help in the cognising 
of the absence of defects —[Shlokamrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 67.] 

This is the objection set forth in the following:— 


TEXT (3044). 

“ At the time (of the Cognition of the absence of Defects), the 
excellences DO not function ON being themselves cog¬ 
nised ; in fact, it is BY MERE PRESENCE THAT THEY 
HELP IN THE COGNISING OF THE Absence 
of Defects,**—\Shlokavdrtika 1.1.2; 

67].—(3044) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ They help ’—^they help towards bringing about the certainty regard¬ 
ing the absence of defects. —(3044) 


The answer to the above is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3045-3046). 

If it were so, then, there would be no {a) Doubt, nor (6)Wrong 
Cognition (Misconception),—^in the case of the Person 
recognised as ‘ TRUSTWORTHY ’—^IN THE SHAPE OF (tt) ' ARE 
THERE DEFECTS IN THIS PERSON OR NOT ? *, AND (6) ‘ THERE 

are. defects in him*. And yet there are such 
Doubt and Wrong Cognition in some men ; 

UNTIL it is recognised THAT HE IS THE 
RECEPTACLE OP EXCELLENCES.— 

(3045-3046) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in bringing about certainty regarding the absence of defects^ excellences 
functioned by their mere presence,—^then in the case of the person recognised 
as ‘ trustworthy no one could have any Doubt or Misconception in regard 
to the absence of defects ; as both these will have been barred by the certainty. 
—^And yet such is not the case; so long as the certainty relating to the 
presence of the excellences does not come about,—^there certainly do appear 
Doubt and Misconception regarding the absence of defects. Hence it follows 
that the excellences are not operative by their mere presence.—(3046-3046) 


TEXT (3047). 

If THERE WERE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY (OP COGNI¬ 
TIONS) EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE 
OP DEFECTS,—THEN, IN REGARD TO THE SPEAKER, 

THERE COULD NOT BE THE ‘ CONTRARY COG¬ 
NITION ’ SPOKEN OF ABOVE (UNDER 

3045).—(3047) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“The excellences may not be operative 
towards the bringing about of the certainty regarding the absence of defects ; 
even so, from the uncertain absence of defects there would follow the 
certainty regarding validity —^This also cannot be right; as in that case, 
as before, there could be no diversity of opinion in regard to the speaker 
recognised as ‘ trustworthy ’. Because when there is certainty regarding 
the self-validity of the assertion,—there can be no such notions in regard to 
the person making that assertion, as—‘ is he telling the truth or not,—or 
is he not telling the truth at all ? ’—The term ‘ vimati ’ (contrary Cognition) 
here stands for Doiibt and Misconception ; ‘ vimati * being ‘ mati ’, notion, 
that is ‘ contrary *; and as Doubt envisages both the extremes, it can 
be regarded as ‘ contrary ’.—(3047) 
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Kvmd/rila has again argued as follows—“Thus then, from excellences 
follows the absence of defects,—from this absence, follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition; consequently the general law remains 
undenied ”, and so forth.— [Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 65]. 

This also cannot be right, when there is no certainty regarding the 
absence of defects, —^This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (3048-3049). 

When there is no cognition of the absence of defects^ how could 
THERE BE ANY COGNITION OF THE absence of the two kinds of Invalid 

Cognition^ —^from which the certainty regarding Validity 

COULD BE DEDUCED ?—AnD IF, EVEN WHEN THEBE IS NO 
COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE OP THE TWO KINDS OP 

Invalid Cognition, the Self-Validity (of the 
Cognition) were cognised,—then, as 
BEFORE, there WOULD BE NO DoUBT 
OR Misconception at all.— 

(3048-3049) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there came about a Cognition free from the Doubt and Misconception, 
which are * contrary ’ to that Cognition,—then that Cognition should be 
valid ; otherwise, if the matter were beset with the contrary notions, how 
could the general law come in at all ? Because the tw’o contrary notions, 
Doubt and Misconception, are effects of defects; hence there can be no 
certainty regarding the absence of these contrary notions, unless there is 
certainty regarding the absence of defects. 

‘ The absence of the two kinds of Invalid, Cognition *—i.e. the absence of 
Doubt and Misconception.—(3048-3049) 

The following Text points out the ‘ contrary Cognition * ;— 

TEXT (3060). 

[The contrary Cognition being in the form] — (a) ‘ Is his assertion 
TRUE or untrue ? ’ (DoUBT),—OR (5) ‘ It IS absolutely untrue ’ 

(Misconception); [these would be ‘contrary’] because 
there is the certainty that all Cognitions are 
VALID by themselves.— (3050) 

COMMENTARY. 

So far it has been explained that the absence of defects and other condi¬ 
tions do not, by their mere presence, help in the bringing about of the 
certainty regarding Validity ; now the Author proceeds to explain in detail 
that if the certainty regarding the said Absence of Defects were essential, 
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then (a) the validity would be extraneous, and (6) there would be an 
Infinite Regress:— 

TEXT (3051). 

For the above reasons, it is absolutely necessary that there 

SHOULD BE DEFINITE COGNITION OP ALL THE THREE FACTORS— 

(1) ABSENCE OF DEFECTS, (2) ABSENCE OF INVALID 
Cognitions and (3) presence op 
EXCELLENCES.—(3051) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) Absence of defects, (2) absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition 
(Doubt and Misconception), and (3) the presence of excellences,—^the Cogni¬ 
tion—certainty—of all these must be admitted. Otherwise, there could be 
no certainty regarding Validity^ as has been explained already.—(3051) 

Qv^ation : —“ If the definite Cognition of these three is not admitted, 
what then ? ” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3052). 

In REGARD TO ALL THESE, THERE WOULD BE THE TWO POSSIBILITIES—^IS 

THE Cognition of these valid or invalid ? How then 
WHAT is itself INVALID BE A FACTOR IN THE 
ASCERTAINMENT OF VALIDITY ?— (3052) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition of the said three factors, which is regarded as a factor in 
Validity,—is it valid or invalid ?—^These are the two alternatives possible.— 
If it is invalid, then it cannot form part of the certainty regarding validity, — 
^as it is itself invalid; if the witness (evidence) has been regarded as 
untrustworthy, he cannot help in the decision regarding the matter 
under dispute.—(3052) 

TEXTS (3053-3054). 

[Ip THE SAID Cognition is valid^ then] its certainty regarding its 

VALIDITY COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IP VALIDITY WERE EXTRANEOUS.— 
How AGAIN IS IT ASCERTAINED THAT THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE 
THREE factors) IS VALID ?—^If IT BE SAID THAT—“ IT IS 
DEDUCED FROM THE ABSENCE OF COGNITIONS TO THE 
CONTRARY —THEN THE QUESTION ARISES —Is THIS DEDUC¬ 
TION ITSELF VALID OR NOT?—^ThUS ALL THE OBJECTIONS 
URGED ABOVE COMB BACK IN FULL FORCE.—(3053-3054) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the second alternative (put forth under 3062) is what is accepted,— 
then the validity of the Main Cogmtion turns out to be extraneous; and 
there is Infinite Regress also. 
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In order to indicate this Infinite Eegress» the Author puts the question— 

* How (main, etc. etc.\ 

‘ 86*pi ’—^i.e. the absence of the Cognition to the contrary.—(3063-3054) 

Question :—“ How does the same objection become applicable here also ? ” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (3055-3066). 

The Validity of the Cognition in question could be possible only 
IF Validity were extraneous ;—^how too can the Invalid 
Cognition bring about a right Cognition in keeping with 
THE reality of THINGS ? It IS TO BE CONSIDERED HOW 
THE VALIDITY OF THIS ALSO BECOMES APPREHENDED;— 

IT MAY BE DEDUCED FROM THE ABSENCE OF COGNI- 
TIONS TO THE CONTRARY AND SO FORTH ;—^ALL 
THIS COMES ABOUT WHICH CANNOT BE 
DESIRABLE (FOR THE OTHER PARTY). 

—(3055-3056) 

commentary. 

This is easily comprehensible. 

* H(m the validity of this, etc, etc,'' —^i.o. of the absence of the Cognition 
to the contrary.—(3065-3066) 

Then again, if the Validity in all cases is determined in accordance with 
the principle propounded in the following assertion—“ From Excellences 
follows the Absence of Defects ; from this absence follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition ; consequently the general law remains un¬ 
denied ”— (Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 66),—^then it would mean that the very first 
Cognition is valid, and there would be Infinite Regress also. 

This is what is pointed out in the following;— 

TEXT8 (3057-3058). 

Thus then,—“from Excellences follows the absence of defects ; 

FROM this absence, THERE FOLLOWS THE ABSENCE OF THE TWO 

FORMS OF Invalid Cognition ; hence the General Law 
REMAINS undenied ” ;—If THE VALIDITY IN ALL CASES IS 
DETERMINED ON THIS PRINCIPLE, THEN IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO,—^ALL THE AFORESAID OBJECTIONS 
BECOME APPLICABLE ; AND IT ALSO INVOLVES 

AN Infinite Regress.— (3057-3058) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Aforesaid objections \—^That is. Excellences and the rest lying in the 

* chain ’ of other persons, they are beyond the senses of people of limited 
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vision, —Whence there can be no certainty relating to them ; this would mean 
that there is no certainty relating to the absence of defects also ;—^and uncertain 
also is the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ; so that Validity could 
not be established on the basis of Excellence, etc. If these (Excellence, etc.) 
help in the matter by their mere presence, then there could be no Cognition to 
the contrary;—all this host of objections would be applicable to all oases.— 
(3067-3068) 

Further, KumS.rila's assertion quoted above—“ therefore from 
Excellences follows the Absence of Defects, etc. etc.’*—has declared validity, 
and also the absence, of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition and the Absence of 
Defects, —as part and parcel of the certainty.—^Now the ‘ absence ’ here 
spoken of can be either (a) of the nature of ‘ absolute negation of what is 
possible ’, or of the nature of ‘ relative negation ’; these are the only two 
alternatives possible. 

The following Text points out the objections against the first alternative 
(that it is of the nature of absolute negation) ;— 

TEXTS (3059-3060). 

The assertion that ‘‘ there is validity when there is Absence of 
Defects ” contains a negation ; if this negation is meant to be 
absolute ] then it can never be proved.—^It cannot be 
proved by apprehension, because it is of the nature 
of negation ;—^nor can it be proved by Non-appre- 
hension, as that would involve an Infinite 
Regress.— (3069-3060) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is Absolute Negation that is meant, then it cannot bo proved. Because 
would such Negation be proved by itself ? or by something else ? If it 
is proved by itself, (1) would it be due to its being of the nature of ‘ self- 
illumination ’ ? or (2) to the fact of its bringing about certainty ?—If it 
is proved by something else, is it proved, (3) by Appr^nsion ? or (4) by 
Non-apprehension ?—^These are the alternative views possible. 

(1) Now, it cannot be right to assert that it is proved by itself, through 
its being ‘ self-luminous ’ ; because it is a non-entity, while ‘ luminousness ’ 
is the property of entities ; it is Cognition alone that is proved by its own 
apprehension, on account of its being ‘ self-luminous ’ by nature not so 
Negation, which is of the nature of the denial of the nature of things. 

(2) Nor can the Negation be regarded as proved by itself, through bring- 
ing about certainty. Because as a matter of fact. Negation is devoid of all 
capacity ; hence it cannot bring about anything, fl it did bring about any¬ 
thing, it would have to be regarded as an Entity ; and secondly, as it would 
not be possible for it to have any new peculiarity produced in it, its effect 
would be such as comes about from it itself, independently of all contributory 
causes, and hence the appearance of such an effect would be incessant. 
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(3) If the Absence be regarded as proved by something else,—^through 
Apprehension ^—^that also is not possible ;—^why ?—^because it is of the 
nature of NegcUion, and there can be Apprehension only of what is a positive 
entity. 

(4) Nor lastly can it be right to hold the view that the Absence is proved 
through Non-apprehension. Because that would involve an Infinite Regress. 
For instance, this Non-apprehension also being negative in character,— 
how is it proved ? By itself ? Or through something else ? All these 
questions arise here. It cannot be by itself, because of the objections urged 
above; nor can it be through something else, as that would involve an 
Infinite Regress.—(3069-3060) 

The said ‘ Infinite Regress ’ is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXT (3061). 

If the Absence of Defects and that of the two kinds of Invalid 
Cognition are proved by Non-apprehension^ —and this 
absence of apprehension is proved by another Non- 
apprehension, —then there is Infinite 
Regress.— (3061) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Do§d, etc. etc .'—^The compound is to bo expounded as ‘ the absence of 
J3efect8, and of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ’.—(3061) 

The following Texts point out the objections against the view that the 
‘ absence of Defects, etc.’ is of the nature of Relative Negation (the second 
alternative suggested in tlio Introduction to Text 3069) :— 


TEXTS (3062-3065). 

If the Absence is of the nature of Relative Negation,—^then its 
Cognition would only be the negation of something other 
THAN ITSELF; SO THAT THE Cognition of the absence of defects 
WOULD BE OF THE NATURE OF THE Cognition of excellences ; and 
IT WOULD thus come TO BE OF THE NATURE OF THE COGNITION 
OF THE INTENDED VaLID COGNITION. ThE COGNITION OF THE 
ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF INVALID COGNITION ALSO WOULD 
TURN OUT TO BE OF THE CONTRARY NATURE. OR, IN CASE THE 
ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF INVALID COGNITION WERE COG¬ 
NISED INDEPENDENTLY BY ITSELF,—^HOW COULD YOU SECURE THE 
CONVICTION THAT THE REST OF IT IS VALID ?—^If IT BE URGED 
THAT “ THE CONVICTION IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT WELL-KNOWN 
FACTS COULD NOT BE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE —THEN THIS 
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CONVICTION WOULD BE GOT AT EITHER THROUGH PRESUMPTION, 

OR THROUGH INFERENCE, OR THROUGH SOME OTHER MBANS OF 

Cognition; so that it would be derived from sources 

OTHER THAN THE COGNIHON ITSELF.— (3062-3065) 

COMMENTARY. 

Through Relative Negation, ‘ Absence of Defects * would be the same a^s 
‘ Excellences ’ ; hence the Cognition of the said absence also would be the 
same as the Cognition of Excellences;—and this cannot be desirable (for 
you); because of your assertion that—“ The Excellences do not operate, 
08 cognised **. 

The ‘ absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ’ also becomes the 
same as ‘ Valid Cognition under the view that it is Relative Negation that 
is meant by ‘ absence ’; hence the Cognition of ‘ the absence of the two kinds 
of Invalid Cognition ’ also would be of the nature of the intended ‘ Valid 
Cognition *; and in that case the assertion—that “ there is absence of the 
two kinds of Invalid Cognition, hence the general law remains undenied ”,— 
cannot be right; as it involves a confusion of thought; for Instance, the 
same Cognition being known to be valid,—if from that same fact it is 
deduced tliat the Cognition is valid,—such a confused assertion of Cause and 
Effect, becomes difficult to understand; as there is no difference (between 
the two Cognitions).—Further, if the two wore regarded as different, because 
the cause must be different from the effect, then it comes to this that ‘ the 
Cognition of the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ’ is different 
from ‘ the Cognition of the valid Cognition ’ ; while it is not right to regard 
what is of the nature of ‘ Relative Negation *, as different from the valid 
Cognition. 

‘ Or, in case the absence of the two kinds, etc. etc.'* —^This argument admits 
(for the sake of argument) the Cognition of ‘ the absence of the two kinds of 
Invalid Cognition ’,—^and then, in accordance with the views of the other 
party, shows that the Validity of Cognitions becomes extraneous. 

‘ Due to the fact that luell-knoum facts, etc. etc.' —^That is, ” there is no 
other alternative possible except the self-validity of all Cognitions except 
the Doubtful and Wrong Cognitions —(3062-3065) 

The following Text proceeds to show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of 
the reasoning set forth in the assertion that—“ From Excellences follows the 
absence of defects, etc.”.— (Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2 ; 65):— 

TEXTS (3066-3070). 

From that same reasoning of yours it might follow that the 
Invalidity is inherent in Cognitions ; as the same arguments 

APPLY CLEARLY TO, AND CAN BE ASSERTED IN REGARD TO, THAT 

VIEW ALSO ;—WHENCE IT IS THE ABSENCE OF EXCELLENCE THAT 

FOLLOWS FROM THE DEFECTS ; AND FROM THAT ABSENCE FOLLOWS 

THE ABSENCE OF VALIDITY ; HENCE THE GENERAL LAW STANDS 
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UNDBNIBD.—^Inasmuch as this qenbbal law is thb cebatioh of 

MERE WHIM, IT CAN BE ASSERTED QUITE CLEARLY IN REGARD TO 

Invalidity, just as well as in regard to Validity.—^Because 

IT IS IN THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION THAT COGNITION IS REGARDED 

AS Invalid, —^and it is discarded only by the knowledge that 
IT IS bight, in accordance with the reality of things, and 
BY thb cognition OF THE EXCELLENCE OF ITS SOURCES ;—^AND THE 
Invalidity is not set aside by the excellences, as these have 

NOT BEEN COGNISED ; HENCE BEING NOT-DBNIED, THB INVALIDITY 
REMAINS ESTABLISHED AS BEING INHERENT IN THE COGNITION.— 

(3066-3070) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Adah ’—^This. 

Question : —“ What is it that can b€> asserted ? ’* 

Answer :—It is this :—‘ Hence it is the absence, etc, etc.' 

‘ MdnavcU ’—the ‘ vati ’ -affix is added after the Locative, the meaning 
being—‘ as in regard to validity 
‘ Tadapi *—Invalidity. 

The rest is easily understood.—(3066-3070) 


It has been argued under Text 2895, that—“ In the case of words emanat¬ 
ing from personalities, there is always room for doubt, whether there are 
defects or not; in the case of the Vcxia, however, there being no author, 
there can be absolutely no suspicion, for us, regarding the presence of 
defects 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (3071). 

In the CASE OF WORDS EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, THERE IS 
ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARE DEFECTS OR NOT ; 
AND AS IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT THERE MUST BE AN AUTHOR 

OF THE Veda, it is not true that we can have no suspi¬ 
cion REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF DEFECTS 
IN IT.— (3071) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the Chapter dealing with the * Revealed Word it has been 
proved that there must have been an author of the Veda; hence the state¬ 
ment ‘ because there is no author ’ cannot be admitted. Hence it is not 
true that, for us, intelligent people, there is no suspicion regarding the 
presence of defects in the Veda; in fact, the suspicion is actually 
there.—(3071) 

.40 
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It has been asserted under Text 2896, that—“ Thus, because the validity 
of the Veda is accepted on the ground of its being self-sufficient, etc. etc,*\ 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3072). 

Thus, what has been asserted regarding the validity of the Veda 

BEING SELF-SUFFICIENT, CANNOT BE ADMITTED,—^BECAUSE AS A 
matter of fact, THAT ALSO IS DEPENDENT UPON 

THE Author.— (3072) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ That also *—^i.e. the Veda.—(3072) 

It has been argued under Text 2897 that—“ The fact that other Means 
of Cognition never have any bearing upon what is said in the Veda establishes 
its validity ; otherwise, it would be merely reiterative ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3073). 

In case THERE IS NO CORROBORATIVE COGNITION, NOR PERFECTION 
IN ITS SOURCE,—THE APPEARANCE OP DoUBT, AND CON¬ 
SEQUENT invalidity, is inevitable, in the Veda. 

—(3073) 

COMMENTARY. 

Confirmatory Cognition of effective action, and the Cognition of perfection 
of the cause,—supply the source of the certainty regarding Validity ; and 
both these are not admitted (by the other party) in the case of the Veda ; 
consequently there are no means of ascertaining the validity of Cognitions 
provided by the Veda; hence there can be no certainty regarding such 
validity ; as the effect cannot appear without its cause.—(3073) 

It has been argued under Text 2898 that—“ such corroboration does not 
form the basis of the validity of other Cognitions also, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3074). 

In the case of the validity op other Cognitions also, such 

CORROBORATION IS ALWAYS REGARDED AS THE GROUND 
(FOR VALIDITY) ; HENCE CERTAINTY MUST BE BASED 
UPON THAT CORROBORATION.— (3074) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such corroboration ’,—in the shape of conformity with reality, and 
Cognition of perfection. 
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The objection that this involves Infinite Begress has already been 
refuted. Hence there is no truth (conclusiveness) in the premiss that 
“ what is valid does not need the corroboration of another Cognition ”, 
Because for the purposes of certainty, such corroboration is always needed.— 
(3074) 


The same idea is further explained:— 


TEXT (3076). 

It is only when the validity is there that certainty regarding 
IT IS brought about by this (confirmation), and this 
DOES not produce A FRESH VALIDITY IN IT.— (3076) 


COMMENTARY. 

This also serves to set aside the argument set forth imder Text 2899— 
to the effect that—“ Even in a case where the thing is definitely apprehended 
by the later Cognitions, the thing has not been clearly apprehended by the 
first Cognition —^Because the fact of the certainty of validity being brought 
about by later Cognitions cannot deprive the first Cognition of that validity 
which consists in its capacity to lead to its object.—(3076) 


It has been argued under Text 2900, that—“ no validity could belong 
to the Cognition of a thing that is destroyed immediately on being born, 
etc. etc.”. 


TEXT (3076). 

In THE CASE OF THE THING THAT IS DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY ON BEING 
BORN, VALIDITY DOES BELONG TO THE COGNITION ; IN FACT, IT IS 
THERE, EVEN IN A CASE WHERE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY 
REGARDING IT,—THE CERTAINTY APPEARING IN THE MANNER 
DESCRIBED.— (3076) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ 8 a ’—validity.—(3076) 


The manner in which certainty appears is described in the following: 
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TEXTS (3077-3079). 

When thebe is Cognition of the excellence of the Cause and other 

CONDITIONS, THEN THERE FOLLOWS CERTAINTY ;—^AND ALSO WHEN 
EFFECTIVE ACTION IS FOUND DIRECTLY, IN THE SHAPE OF burningf 

BTC. ;—OB REPEATED FUNCTIONING BRINGS ABOUT THE RESULT 

INDEPENDENTLY.—^WhEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF ALL THESE 
MEANS (OF CERTAINTY), THEN THERE IS NO CERTAINTY AT 

ALL. Thus even if validity were thebe, it would 
BE uncertain,—^AS GOOD AS NON-EXISTENT ; THAT IS 
WHY IT IS SAID THAT IT IS NOT PRESENT.— 

(3077-3079) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ If effective action is found * —‘ then there is certainty *—this has to be 
construed with this. 

Says the Opponent:—“ As the Cognition of effective action envisages 
an entirely different thing, the certainty regarding the validity of the pre¬ 
ceding Cognition cannot be due to that. For instance, the visual Cognition 
of water can apprehend colour only, as there is no composite substance ; 
as for the Cognition of effective action in the shape of Bathing and the like, 
it can bo secured only by means of Touch; how can the Cognition of one thing 
confirm the validity of the Cognition of another thing ? If it did, then 
there would be incongruities ”. 

Answer : —^This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact, when 
two objects occur in the same ‘ chain which are invariably concomitant,— 
the Cognition of one object will certainly establish the validity of the Cogni¬ 
tion of the other. In the instance cited, the Colour and the Touch do not 
exist entirely apart from one another; in fact both are placed under exactly 
the same circtunstances. So that, even if the first Cognition is objectless, 
it proceeds on the basis of a definite objective ; and the subsequent Cognition 
apprehending the Touch which is invariably concomitant with the object 
of the previous Cognition is not needed for the bringing about of certainty 
of conviction. 

Says the Opponent:—“ Even so, as all things are momentary, the func¬ 
tioning of the later Cognition cannot envisage the Touch which is invariably 
concomitant with the Colour envisaged by the previous Cognition; how then 
could the certainty follow from that ? ” 

Answer: —^This does not affect our position; because the subsequent 
colour-moments have the same effective action as the colour-moments envisaged 
by the previous Cognition; hence all of these colour-moments stand on the 
same footing and share the same fate; and hence are treated as one and the 
same. In fact, people with limited vision do not deal with ‘ moments ’ at 
all. 

Or, the object envisaged by the later Cognition is invariably concomitant 
with the colour, etc. envisaged by the previous Cognition; hence even though 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ SELF-SUFFICIENT VAUDITY’• 1369 


the previous Cognition being the cause of the later one, the two are regarded 
as distinct,—^yet there is no incongruity in the idea of the certainty being 
brought about by it.—(3077-3079) 

It has been argued under Text 2900, that—“ no validity could belong 
to Auditory Cognition because it could not be corroborated by the Eye and 
other means of Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3080-3082). 

It is not true that there can be no corroboration of Auditory 
Cognition by the Eye and other Means of Cognition. Because 
Colour, Sound and the rest are dependent upon the same 
circumstances. In fact all these are mutually con¬ 
comitant AND, AS OCCURRING IN THE SAME ‘ CHAIN ’, THEY 
ARE THE CAUSE OF EACH OTHER. ThUS IT IS CLEAR THAT 
THERE IS RELATIONSHIP AMONG THEM. THROUGH THESE 
THEN THERE IS CONNECTION AMONG THEIR COGNITIONS 
ALSO ; JUST AS BETWEEN ‘ SmOKE ’ AND ‘ THE EFFECT OF 

WET FUEL ’. Thus Auditory Cognition would be 

QUITE VALID,—ON ACCOUNT OF BEING CORRO¬ 
BORATED BY OTHER Cognitions. — 

(3080-3082) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be admitted that the Auditory Cognition cannot be corro¬ 
borated by other Cognitions. Because the sound emanating from the Lute, 
and the colour of the Lute are both dependent on the same circumstances ; 
and are consequently inseparable and invariably concomitant with one 
another; so that the two are quite related; just like ‘ Smoke ’ and the 
‘ Fiffect of wet Fuel And as both appear in the same ‘ chain ’ and are 
mutually dependent, each preceding factor becomes the cause of each suc¬ 
ceeding factor ; so that there is between them this direct causal relation 
also.—^Thus among the Cognitions also of the said Colour, Touch, etc. there is 
similar causal relation, based indirectly upon the above-mentioned relation. 

In this way, Auditory Cognition can be quite valid, because of its being 
related to the other Cognitions, through the Eye and other Means of Cognition. 
—^For instance, when one hears from a distance the sound proceeding from 
the Lute, if he wants to have the Lute, there arises a doubt in his mind as to 
whether or not it is the sound of the Lute that he has heard,—this doubt 
being due to the fact of the soimd of the Lute being similar to the sound of 
the Flute ; he then proceeds towards the Lute ; and when he actually sees the 
Lute, the Doubt that had arisen as to the sound being of the Lute or of the 
Flute or of singing becomes set aside. At a place where the man hears 
what he thinks to be the reverberations of the sounding of the Drum, and 
proceeds towards it, if ho does not perceive the drum,—^then there being 
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absence of the necessary corroboration, he concludes that the Cognition is 
invalid, —(3080-3082) 

It has been argued under Text 2902, that—“ In both cases, the Corrobora¬ 
tive Cognition is not produced by other means, hence they do not need 
corroboration by Cognitions produced by other causes ’*• 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3083). 

This Cognition produced by other Means is quite certain ; that 

IS WHY THE CORROBORATION BY COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY 
OTHER MEANS IS DESIRED.— (3083) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ This Cognition ’—apprehending the shape of the Lute, etc.—(3083) 

It has been argued under Text 2903, that—“ just as in the case of the 
validity of Sense-perception, there is the definite basis in the form of corro¬ 
boration by another Cognition produced by the same sense-organ,—^the 
same should be asserted to be the basis in the case of the Veda also ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3084). 

Thus, in the case of the validity of Sense-perception, there is 

THE DEFINITE BASIS IN THE FORM OF CORROBORATION BY OTHER 

Cognitions produced by several Sense-organs ; 

BUT SUCH IS NOT FOUND TO BE THE CASE 
WITH THE Veda. —(3084) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Stick iSf etc, etc' —^i.e. Corroboration by other Cognitions produced by 
several Sense-organs.—(3084) 

Question : —“ How is this found to be the basis in the case of Sense- 
perception 7 ” 

Anstver :— 

TEXT (3085). 

The FIRST Cognition of Water that appears is produced by the Eye ; 
THEN THERE FOLLOWS THE LATER COGNITIONS RELATING TO 

drinking and bathing, as dependent upon the gbstatory 
ORGAN AND THE BODY (RESPECTIVELY).— (3085) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Produced by the eyes ^ —i.e. the visual Cognition of Colour. 

‘ Later Cognition ’,—^i.e. one appearing at a later time.—(3085) 
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It has been argued under Text 2904» that—“ when the Oognition brought 
about by any one sentence is the same at all times and places, and in all 
men,—^then no other basis need be sought for its validity 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3086-3087). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY ANY ONE 
SENTENCE IS NEVER FOUND TO BE THE SAME AT ALL TIMES AND 
PLACES, AND IN ALL MEN ; AS IN ALL CASES THERE ARISES DOUBT. 

It is true that the same words—‘ Heaven is attained 

BY THE PERFORMANCE OF Aguihotra AND OTHER RITES ** 

—^ARE HEARD BY ALL MEN ; BUT IT IS DEVOID OF ALL 
ELEMENTS OF CERTAINTY,—RESEMBLING THE 
MERE CROAKING OP PROGS.— (3086-3087) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the corroboration by facts cannot be admitted. Because 
when the Sentence—‘ From the performance of Agnihotra, follows Heaven ’— 
is heard, the intelligent man derives no certain Cognition from it; hence it 
cannot be admitted that it is the same at all times and places.—(3086-3087) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Cognition is not the same 
in all men ;— 


TEXT (3088). 

Even among BrIhmanas there is difference of opinion in regard 

TO ‘ Heaven * and such things ; hence the Cognition 
derived from the Veda is not found to be the 
SAME IN ALL MEN. —(3088) 

COMMENTARY* 

For instance, the author of the Nirukta and other authorities describe 
‘ Heaven ’ as—‘ the abode of Personalities superior to human beings,— 
located in such places as the summit of Mount MSrUy —^the place affording 
superhuman pleasures,—full of numerous amenities ’;—^while the Mlmdm- 
aakaa describe it as ‘ a particular form of happiness found among men ’. 

In regard to ‘ Sacrifices ’ also, there is difference of opinion. For 
example, it is heard that in ancient times it was only animals made of flour 
that were sacrificed; while other wicked and cruel people have declared 
that it was the living animal that was sacrificed.—(3088) 

It has been argued under Text 2906, that—“when a firm conviction 
produced by a sentence is not found to be incompatible with the Cognitions 
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appearing at other times and places and in other men, it is undoubtedly 
valid 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3089). 

As BBOARDS THE FIRMNESS OF THE CONVICTION PRODUCED BY THE VBDIC 
Injunction,—that has been already rejected ; because as 

A MATTER OF FACT, THE SAID FIRMNESS IS ALWAYS 
DOUBTFUL ; AS THE MATTER APPREHENDED 
BY THE SAID COGNITION IS SIMILAR 
TO OTHERS.— (3089) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Already ’—^i.e. under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word *. 

* la airnilar to others ' ;—i.e. it stands on the same footing as the notion 
derived from such human assertions as ‘ the performance of Agnihotra does 
not lead to Heaven —(3089) 

• Further, it is a mere assertion of yoiu^ that—“ the Cognition produced 
by the Vedio Injunction does not vary at different times and places, etc.”. 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXT (3090). 

How HAVE THE BbIHMANAS, WHO ARB CERTAINLY NOT OMNISCIENT, 
BEEN ABLE TO ASCERTAIN THAT THE COGNITION PRODUCED 
BY THE VeDIC INJUNCTION IS THE SAME AT ALL PLACES 
AND TIMES ” ?—(3090) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 2906, that—“ the validity of verbal and 
other Cognitions is not to be proved by means of Inference, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3091). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT HAS BREN ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT THE 
VALIDITY OF PERCEPTION ALSO IS ASCERTAINED BY MEANS OF 

Inference. For instance, a certain Perception is valid, 

BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED BY FLAWLESS CAUSES, LIKE 

OTHER Perceptions.— (3091) 

COMMENTARY. 

That argument is called ‘ Redvxtio ad Ahaurdum ’ which indicates an 
undesirable possibility ; and it is not undesirable that the validity of Percep- 
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tion should be proved by Inference ; hence what has been urged cannot be a 
Rediustio ad Ahaurdum. —How the validity of Perception can be proved by 
Inference has been shown before ; this is what is recalled in the words—‘ Far 
instance, etc. etc .*—‘ Like other perceptions ’—i.e. like Perceptions bearing 
upon things before one’s eyes.—(3091) 

It has been argued under Text 2907, that—“ If the validity of Cognition 
were proved by another Cognition, then, of this latter also, the validity 
would be proved by another and so on and on, there would be Infinite 
Regress 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3092). 

The VALIDITY OP ALL COGNITIONS IS NOT PROVED BY OTHER MeANS OF 

Cognition ; as it has been proved that there is no 

MISCONCEPTION INVOLVED IN THE CASE WHERE 

THERE IS Cognition of effective 
ACTION.— (3092) 

COMMENTARY. 

That there is no misconception in the case where there is Cognition 
of effective action has been proved above under Text 2969. 

Thus validity being dependent upon corroboration by the Cognition of 
effective action, there can be no Infinite Regress.—(3092) 

The following Text shows that there can be no Infinite Regress even 
when validity is proved by means of Inference :— 


TEXT (3093). 

When the Inference is brought about by the Indicative (Probans) 
IN the shape of its nature and its effect,— ^THE INDICATIVE 

WHEREOF THE ‘ INFALLIBILITY * HAS BEEN ASCERTAINED,— 

THERE CAN BE NO MISTAKE IN IT.— (3093) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Atmd ’ nature, —and ‘ effect ’;—such being the name of the Indicative 
(Probans) ;—of which Indicative, the ‘ infallibility ’ has been duly ascertained. 

What is meant is as follows :t—W hen the ‘ nature ’ and ‘ effect ’ of the 
Probans has been duly ascertained on the basis of ‘ sameness ’ and ‘ causal 
relation,*—and on the strength of these Probans, there follows the Inference,— 
this Inference is valid by itself ; as there can be no room for mistake in such 
Inference.—Thus there would be no Infinite Regress.—(3093) 
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It hcbs been argued under Text 2908, that “If the validity of the 
Cognition that proves the validity of another Cognition be not proved by 
any other Cognition,~r>then the same might be the case with those whose 
validity is held to be proved by others 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3094). 

In some cases, the mistake or illusion that arises from the various 
CAUSES OF illusion IS SET ASIDE BY ANOTHER COGNITION ; 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY IN SUCH A CASE. 

—(3094) 

COMMENTARY. 

In some cases, it so happens that there being no means, in the shape of 
repeated Cognition, of securing certainty, some sort of illusion or mistake 
comes in ; hence the validity cannot rest in the Cognition itself.—(3094) 

It has been asserted, under Tesi^ 2910, that—“ Before the Cognition is 
apprehended, it remains there in its own form, and so far as its own objective 
is concerned, it is independent and self-sufficient, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3095). 

There can be no ‘ manifested thing ’ until its manifestation has 
BECOME manifested ; hence it must be admitted that the 

Cognition itself is actually cognised,—just like the 
sense-perception in other persons.— (3095) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ AvyakUiy e^c.’—^The compound means * that thing of which the manifes¬ 
tation has not become manifested ’. 

The Cognition must itself be cognised. If it were not cognised, then 
there would be the contingency of the absence of Cognition of all things. 
Because what is spoken of as ‘ Cognition ’ of a thing is only its manifestation 
—^nothing else;—^if this manifestation then were imperceptible, the thing 
itself would be imperceptible ; just as the object ehvisaged by another man’s 
Cognition is not perceived by one, because its manifestation is not mani¬ 
fested to the latter. 

The argument may be formulated as follows :—When to a certain person 
the manifestation of a thing has not become manifested, that thing cannot 
be perceptible to him;—e.g. the object envisaged by the perception appearing 
in another man ;—the Cognition in question is one of which the manifestation 
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has not become manifested to any person;—Whence there is apprehension of 
something contrary to a more extensive character. 

The reason here adduced cannot be regarded as ‘ inconclusive ’; because 
if the thing were perceptible without its manifestation having come about, 
all things would become perceptible.—Such, however, is not the carse. Hence 
the case is quite the reverse.—(3095) 

It has been argued, under Text 2911, that—“ Just as objects are appre¬ 
hended by the Eye and the other Sense-organs, which are themselves not 
cognised, so, in the same manner, are things apprehended by Cognitions, 
without these latter being themselves cognised, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3096). 

Being themselves ‘ insentient ’ the Eye and other Sense-organs 

DO NOT apprehend THINGS ; THEY ONLY SERVE AS THE CAUSE 
OF COGNITION OF THOSE THINGS.— (3096) 

COMMENTARY. 

Like the things themselves, the Sense-organs are insentient ; hence 
they do not directly apprehend things; they only serve as the cause of the 
Cognition of those things,—by virtue of which fact it is assumed that 
things are apprehended by them; hence it may be that though themselves 
uncognised, things are * apprehended ’ by them, in the sense that they 
bring about the Cognition of the things. The Cognition itself, however, 
does not do any s\ich thing for the things ; by virtue of which it could be 
said that “ though itself uncognised, it apprehends things, like the Eye and 
other Sense-organs ”. 

“ But the Cognition does bring about the manifestation of things.” 

That cannot bo right; because “ manifestation ” is synonymous with 
‘ Cognition ’. As a matter of fact, all such words as ‘ abhivyakti ’, ‘ upalabdhi ’, 
^ parichchhitti \ ^ samv^dana\ etc. etc. are synonymous and do not 
denote different things. And the Cognition cannot be its own instrument; 
as the operation of anything upon itself involves an incongruity ; also because 
things produced are existent, while those not produced are non-existent. 
That is, when the Cognition would bring about itself, would it do so when it 
is itself produeed ? Or would it do so when it is itself not-produced ? 
The first alternative cannot be accepted, because it would be produced as 
being on the same footing as itself; because when one thing does not stand 
on the same footing as itself, it cannot be of the same nature as this latter; 
if it did, there would be incongruities ;—nor can it be right to bring about a 
nature that has been already produced; because there is no additional 
peculiarity introduced; and also because there would be no end to such 
bringing about of things.—^Nor can the second alternative be accepted ; simply 
because it does not exist; and there can be no functioning of what does not 
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exist; because the non-existent is characterised by the absence of all 
capacity; so that, if it did function, it would cease to be non-existent. In 
fact capacity for efficient activity is what constitutes the existence of things. 

Thus there is no analogy between the example cited by the other party 
and the case it is meant to illustrate.—(3096) 

It has been argued under Text 2912, that “ The fact of being cognised is 
of no use in the matter of the validity of Cognitions, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3097). 

Thus then, the fact of being cognised is of great use in the matter 
OF the validity of Cognitions ; because there can be no 
apprehension of things which is not itself 
cognised.— (3097) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent—“ If the Cognition is cognised by its own Cognition, 
then its validity is self-sufficient, inherent in itself ”. 

This is what is anticipated and answered in the following:— 


TEXTS (3098-3099). 

Even in the Cognition of itself by itself, there is this fact that 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING ITS VALIDITY, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE POSSIBILITY OF CAUSES OF MISCONCEPTION BEING PRE¬ 
SENT. Consequently it is not ascertained that what 

IS COGNISED IS A REAL ENTITY ; BECAUSE MERE APPRE¬ 
HENSION CAN ALSO BE DUB TO SIMILARITY, AND 
THERE IS ALWAYS THE POSSIBILITY OF THE 
IMPOSITION (MISCONCEPTION) OF 
SOMETHING ELSE.— (3098-3099) 

COMMENTARY. 

Merely because the thing has been cognised is not enough to bring about 
perfect certainty relating to it; because certainty is dependent upon other 
causes; as has been explained in several places. Hence even when the 
Cognition is cognised by itself, its capacity to get at its object remains un¬ 
certain, because causes of misconception may be present, in the shape of simil- 
larity, absence of repeated experience and so forth, which bar the way to cer¬ 
tainty. Specially because certainty of conviction is something different from 
mere apprehension. Thus it is for the excluding of misconception that extra¬ 
neous conditions are needed, in view of which the validity of Cognition is held 
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to be extraneous, not inherent ; which view is not open to objection.—^This is 
what has been thus declared—* The Oognition itself is cognised by itself, but 
its validity is ascertained by usage 

‘ Tathdtvi *—^regarding its validity.—(3098-3099) 

It has been argued under Text 2913, that—“ Like valid Cognition, 
Invalid Cognition also operates upon its object by itself; but the fact of its 
being false cannot bo apprehended without another means of Cognition 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3100). 

Just as repeated Cognition is regarded as valid by itself,— so 

ALSO IN SOME CASES WRONG CoGNITION IS INVALID BY ITSELF. 

—(3100) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Repeated Cognition ’—such Cognition as has been apprehended 
repeatedly. 

Just as in some cases validity is recognised as self-sufficient—as asserted 
above ;—in the same manner, in some cases, wrongness or Invalidity also 
is recognised by itself. For instance, it is found that people suffering from 
deranged vision recognise, through repeated experience, the wrongness of 
the illusion regarding the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ immediately after its appearance. 
—(3100) 


It has boon argued under Text 2914, that—“ It is only when there appears 
the Cognition of the truth being otherwise that the falsity of a Cognition 
becomes recognised 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3101). 

It has been already explained that the idea of FALSITY OF THE 
Cognition being * due to the presence of sublating Cogni¬ 
tions AND to the Cognition of its source being defective ’ 
involves Infinite Regress. Hence the falsity (in¬ 
validity) cannot be recognised merely on the 
basis of the said Cognitions.— (3101) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already explained ’—under Text 3004. 

‘ Tat *—Hence.—(3101) 
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It has been argued imder Text 2915, that—“ Invalidity does not become 
recognised on any other grounds; at the time that it appears, it is always 
recognised as valid, etc. etc. **. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3102-3103). 

It cannot be recognised that it is valid at the time that it appears ; 
—because it is non-conceptual and because self-cognition 
IS NOT admitted.—Nor can it be recognised by another 
Cognition ; because it is not there at the time ; 

ALSO BECAUSE ITS PRESENCE IS NOT MANIFESTED ; OR 
BECAUSE OF AN UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCY. 

-(3102-3103) 

COMMENTARY. 

• 

At the time that the Cognition appears (comes about)— (a) is it recognised 
by itself that it is valid ? Or (6) is it so recognised by another Cognition, 
appearing at the same time ? Or (c) by another Cognition, appearing at 
another time ?—^These are the three alternatives possible. 

(a) The Cognition cannot be recognised by itself, as valid; because, 
as regards themselves, all Cognitions are non-conceptiuil (indeterminate), 
and hence any such notion as that ‘ this is valid ’ is impossible. 

( b ) Nor is the apprehension of a Cognition by another Cognition admitted 
(by the other party) ; because it has been held that Cognition is always 
uncognisable. 

Nor can the Cognition be cognised by another Cognition, appearing at 
the same time ; because two Cognitions can never appear at the same time. 

Nor can it be cognised by another Cognition, appearing at another 
time; because if there be no Cognition of this other Cognition,—^what is 
cognised by that third Cognition cannot be known; so that the Cognition 
cognised by that third Cognition would be one whose manifestation has 
not been manifested ; and if it be held that this also is cognised by yet another 
Cognition, there would be an Infinite Regress.—(3102-3103) 


It has been argued under Text 2916, that—“ Even in cases where the 
falsity is explained to others,—these two ideas have to be pointed out,—and 
not mere similarity 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3103-3106). 

In CONNECTION WITH THE VbDA, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY POINTED OUT 
THAT THERE IS A SUBLATINO COONITION IN THE FORM OF Inference ; 
HENCE BY THE REJECTION OF THE ‘ SoUL ’ AND OTHER THINGS MEN¬ 
TIONED IN THE Veda, it becomes established that the Cognition 

DERIVED FROM THE VeDA CANNOT BE VALID.—^As IT HAS BEEN 
PROVED THAT THE VbDA IS THE WORK OP A PERSONAL AUTHOR, THE 
FACT OF ITS HAVING A DEFECTIVE SOURCE IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUS¬ 
PICION.—If THE CAPACITY IN QUESTION (i.6. VALIDITY) WERE IN¬ 
HERENT IN Cognitions, just as the capacity to burn is inherent 
IN Fire,—THEN such validity should belong to wrong Cog¬ 
nitions ALSO.—Thus it is open to suspicion that the Cognition 
provided by the Veda proceeds from a defective source, and 
what is suspected to be defective does not differ from what is 
actually perceived to be defective.— (3103-3106) 

COMMENTARY. 

Mere similarity is not urged by the Buddhists as what annuls the 
Cognition provided by the Veda ; what is urged by them is that such things 
as the Soulj the Universal and the like, which are mentioned in the Veda, 
are rejected by all Moans of Valid Cognition. This has been explained in 
the Chapters dealing with the ‘ Soul etc. 

Further, under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word *, it has been proved 
that the Vedas must be the work of an author ;—or even if they were without 
an author,—it is possible that there may be sources of falsity, as there is in 
the case of the Forest-fire (which is regarded by some people as self-produced, 
which is not true) ; consequently it is possible that what is said in the Veda 
may be false;—this is what has been urged by the Buddhists, not mere 
similarity. 

The following might be urged—“ Even though this may be possible, 
yet, how can mere possibility establish the invalidity (falsity) of what is 
said in the Veda ? ” 

The answer to this is—‘ Wluit is suspected to he defective^ etc. etc.' —The 
compound ‘ Shankyadosam ’ is to be expounded as—‘ that in which defects 
are suspected 

‘ Does not differ, etc.' —^Because the validity of both is equally liable to 
being regarded as non-existent. —(3103-3106) 


The following Text sums up the argument— 
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TEXT (3107). 

Fob these reasons ‘ self-sufficient validity ’ is not possible in 
THE Veda also ; consequently please accept the view that 
THE Veda has been composed and expounded by 

PERSONS WHO ARE DEFINITELY RECOGNISED 
AS FREE FROM DEFECTS.—(3107) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kftdkhydta^ —composed and expounded.—‘ Expounded ’—Explained.— 

‘ By persona free from defects—the Veda has been composed and expounded \— 
The compound thus is the ‘ Instrumental Tatpuru^a —‘ NishchUa ’— 
* definitely known *—qualifies the said ‘ character of being composed and 
expoimded by persons frw from defects —^This view, please accept,—^if you 
wish to establish the validity (reliability) of the Veda. 

What is meant is that,—if this view is accepted, then the validity 
would be extraneous ; if this view is not accepted, then there can be no 
validity at all.—(3107) 

The following Texts sot forth Kumarila’s answer to the argument that 
‘ the view should be accepted that the Veda is the work of a Person recognised 
as free from defects *:— 

TEXTS (3108-3113). 

“ As THERE GO ON APPEARING ON THE SCENE EXPOUNDERS OF THE VeDA 
WHO ARE BESET WITH LoVE, HATRED, ETC.,—PEOPLE BECOME MORE 
AND MORE CAREFUL IN THE PRESERVING OF THE VeDIC TEXT. To 
THIS END, THEY GO ON INVESTIGATING ALL SUCH MINUTE DETAILS 
AS— (a) WHICH SCHOLAR HAS A WEAK MEMORY ?— (6) WHO WAS THE 
EARLIER SCHOLAR ?— (c) WHO WOULD COMMIT MISTAKES REGARDING 
ACCENTS ?— (d) WHO WOULD BE BREAKING UP WORDS IN THE WRONG 
PLACES ?—^WhEN there ARB SO BIANY ENTHUSIASTIC SCRUTINISBRS 
BUSY WITH THE GUARDING OF THE VARIOUS POINTS OF DANGER, WHY 
CANNOT THE SERIOUS READER STUDY THE VeDA FREE FROM FLAWS ? 

—If Vbdic scholars, though themselves pure and honest, 

WERE INDIFFERENT TOWARDS THE PURITY OF THE VeDA, THEY 
MIGHT BE UNABLE TO NOTICE THE VbDIC TEXT MUTILATED ;—^AND 
IN THIS WAY IN COURSE OF TIME, THE VbDA, DISREGARDED AND 
MUTILATED, WOULD BECOME SOMETHING QUITE DIFFERENT, A 
MERE SEMBLANCE OF THE VeDA.—UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF 

THE Veda is constantly and carefully guarded by persons 
WHO KEEP A CHECK UPON PERSONS BESET WITH LOVE AND HaTE 
BENT UPON MUTILATING THE VbDA,—THEN THE VbDA WILL NEVER 
LOSE ITS REAL FORM ”.-(3108-3113) 

COMMENTARY. 

(o) The memory, etc. of which scholars are weak ?—(6) who has learnt 
the Veda from whom ?—(c) who is likely to commit mistakes in the Accent, 
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etc. ?— (d) who would read the text, breaking up the words in the wrong 
place ?—^when in regard to each reader of the Veda, all these points are being 
critically examined by Vedic scholars who are enthusiastically devoted to 
their task,—how can any reader of the Veda, under the circumstances, not 
read the Veda with care ? 

What is meant by this is that, under the circumstances, as there can be 
no suspicion regarding the validity of the Veda,—why should the view be 
admitted that ‘ the Veda is the work of a person definitely recognised as 
free from defects ’ ? 

For instance, if students of the Veda, pure and honest themselves, 
were indifferent and did not notice the mutilations of the Veda being carried 
on,—then it would be possible that in course of time, that Veda would become 
a mere semblance of the original. As a matter of fact, however, the said 
pure-minded Vedic scholars are ever alert in putting a check upon people 
beset with Love and Hate bent uj>on mutilating the Veda,—the Veda is 
always carefully perceived. How then can it ever lose its original form ?— 
(3108-3113) 

The following might bo urged (by the Oj>ponont of the Mhndnisaka )— 
Though the Veda is constantly guarded by the said scholars, yet may it not 
be that having become destroyed at the Universal Dissolution, when it 
reapptjared, it did so in the wrong form ? 

The Mlrndfmaka^8 answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (3114). 

“ What we hold is that the World has never been unlike what 
IT IS NOW ; and no universal dissolution can ever be 
perceived in reality.’'— (3114) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author supplies the answer to the above argument of Kumarila’s— 
in the following ;— 

TEXT (3115). 

It cannot be as asserted. Because it may be possible that the 

ACTUAL VERBAL TEXT HAS REMAINED THE SAME ; BUT THAT THE SAME 
HAS BEEN THE CASE WITH THE COMPREHENSION OP ITS 
MEANING CANNOT BE ADMITTED UNLESS IT IS 
ACTUALLY SEEN.— (3115) 

COMMENTARY. 

All that may be regarded as explained by the above is the fact that the 
verbal text of the Veda has remained the same;—but the same has not 
been the case with the means of comprehending the meaning of the Vedic 

41 
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texts; hence so far as this is concerned* it has to be admitted that it has 
been composed and expounded by a person or persons recognised as free 
from defects.—(3115) 

Even as regards the verbal text, there can be no certainty regarding its 
being the same at all times and places, merely by seeing no change in it,— 
except to an omniscient person.—^This is pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (3116-3117). 

That the verbal text has remained the same can be ascertained 

ONLY BY A PERSON TO WHOM ALL MEN, AND ALL TIMES AND PLACES 
ARB VISIBLE LIKE THE FRUIT IN THE HAND ; IF IT WEBB NOT 
SO, THEN, WHY SHOULD THERE HAVE BEEN A DIFFERENCE 
OF OPINION DUE TO THE DIVERGENCE OF TIME, PLACE, 

PERSONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES?— (3116-3117) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument in support of the preceding assertion is stated in the words 
—‘ If it were not so, etc. etc.' —^If the verbal text had remained the same, 
then there could be no difference of opinion—doubt—among persons, regard¬ 
ing it, by reason of the divergence of place, time, etc.—(3116-3117) 

It has been asserted (by Kumarila) under Texts 2275 and 3114 that— 
“ the world has never been known to be unlike what it is now and that no 
Universal Dissolution can be admitted 
The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (3118). 

You HAVE NO PROOF FOR THE NOTION THAT THE WORLD HAS ALWAYS 
BEEN AS IT IS NOW. ThE EXISTENCE OF THE ‘ SamvarUh ' 

(Dissolution) also cannot be denied simply 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT SEEN.— (3118) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no evidence in support of the idea that the World has always 
been as it is now. 

The Buddhists speak of the ‘ Samvarta ’ as the dissolution of all things; 
—the Sm|4;i-writers also have declared that—‘ This world was a mass of dark¬ 
ness, iinknown and undiscernible, unthinkable, unknowable, as if asleep all 
round * (Manu, Chapter I);—^where we have the mention of two kinds of 
‘ Samvarta *, ‘ Dissolution ’; and there is no proof to the effect that there is 
no such Dissolution,—on the strength of which the world could always remain 
as it is now.—Merely because a certain thing is not seen, it does not follow 
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that it does not exist; because it often happens that a thing, even though 
existent, is not seen ; specially as it is not known tlmt there is invariable 
concomitance between ‘ non-existence ’ and ‘ non-perception —(3118) 


Then again, the validity of the Veda being self-sufficient, it always brings 
about certainty regarding its subject-matter ; so that there can bo no delusion 
regarding it;—and as it is eternal, there is no likelihood of its essential nature 
being altered ;—thus in neither of the two ways can there be any mutilation 
of the Veda,—^in accordance with your view. Under the circumstances, all 
the attempt that has been made by Vedic Scholars to preserve the text 
of the Veda has been superfluous. 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3119-3122). 

Under the view that the validity of cognitions is inherent in 

THEM, CERTAINTY OF CONVICTION MUST BE REGARDED AS BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY THE VeDA by itself^ IN REGARD TO ITS OWN FORM (TEXT) ; 
HENCE THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF DELUSION IN RESPECT TO 
THAT.—^ThUS, THERE BEING NO ROOM FOR IGNORANCE, OR DOUBT, 
OR MISCONCEPTION,—EVEN THE INFANT OF THE BrAHMANA SHOULD 
NOT REQUIRE ANY TEACHING.—JuST AS THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY 
OF THE DESTRUCTION OF THE THING WHOSE ROOT (CAUSE) IS UN¬ 
KNOWN,—HOW COULD THERE BE ANY DESTRUCTION (MUTILATION) 
OF WHAT IS ETERNAL AND SUPERIOR EVEN TO THE DIAMOND (IN ITS 
INDESTRUCTIBILITY) ?—If IT BE SAID THAT “ THERE MAY BE DES¬ 
TRUCTION IN THE SHAPE OF PERVERSION OF THE MANIFESTATION ”,— 
THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH manifestation 
OF WHAT IS ETERNAL HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED.—HeNCE IF 
WISE PEOPLE SEEK TO PRESERVE THE VeDIC TEXT, THE ATTEMPT IS 
EN TIRELY S UPERFLUOUS.—(3 11 9-3 122) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Infant of a Brahrnana ’—a 13rahmai;ia-child. 

Thus far it has been shown that the destruction (or mutilation) of the 
Veda is not possible, if it is self-sufficient in its validity. The author now 
proceeds to show that it is not possible, on account of its eternalUy also; to 
this end, he puts the question—‘ How could there be, etc. etc. ? ’ 

'If it is urged, etc. etc .^—this is to be construed with ‘ destruction ’ 
of the preceding sentence. 

‘ Sd ’—^manifestation. 

‘ Asya ’—of the Veda.—(3119-3122) 


The following Text sums up the whole section ;— 
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TEXT (3123). 

For these reasons please accept the view that there has been 
AN Author of the Veda,—one who is capable of seeing things 

BEYOND the SENSES, WHO HAS SHAKEN OFF THE ENTIRE MASS 
OF DARKNESS AND IGNORANCE, AND WHO IS CONVERSANT 
WITH THE MEANING OF THE VeDA AND ITS DIVISIONS. 

—(3123) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Darkness^ —^i.e. Ignorance, ‘afflicted’ as well as ‘unafflicted’ [vide 
Yogaautra — *‘VrttayahMi?tdkli^fdh *]; the * mass * of this Ignorance has been 
shaken off by him ;—‘ converaant with ita diviaiona ’—i.e. the right expounder. 

‘ Author *—^i.e. of the Veda. 

Thus it has been established that the Proposition (of the Mlvmniaaka) 
is found to be entirely annulled by Means of Valid Cognition,—his Reason, 
in the shape of ‘ being present when the other is present ’, is Inconcluaive ,— 
the proof for the Reason (adduced by the Buddhist) being present where the 
Probandum is present has been already indicated above, under Text 2939. 

As regards the four alternatives set forth (by the Mimcimsaka) under the 
commentary on Teoct 2811, [(1) Both validity and invalidity are inherent in 
cognitions,—(2) Both are extraneoua at times,—(3) Validity is inherent and 
Invalidity is extraneoua ^—and (4) Validity is extraneoua and Invalidity is 
inherent^ —and the objections urged against three of them,—they do 
not affect the Buddhists at all. Because they do not accept any of these 
alternatives, their view being that there can be no hard and fast rule in the 
matter; as it has been already explained that both these, Validity and In¬ 
validity, may be sometimes inherent and sometimes extraneoua. Hence it 
was not right to put forward the said four alternatives only ; as a fifth 
alternative was also possible that there can be no hard and fast rule applying 
to all cases. 

Other people have offered an entirely different explanation of the 
PropoaUion (regarding the aelf-validity of Cognitions):—“ Validity consists 
in being of the nature Consciousness; hence it must bo natural (inherent) 
in all cognitions,—it caimot bo due to the presence of any excellences ; as 
even in the absence of excellences, when there is wrong cognition^ it is quite 
possible that there should be the ‘ essence of cognition *. It is for this 
reason and in this sense that Cognition is spoken of as ‘ self-valid ’. All that 
the excellences do is to remove the defects ; hence for the removal of defects, 
the validity of the cognition needs the excellences ; and these are not needed 
for the bringing about of the validity itself ”. 

The above view cannot bo right. Because it is not correct to say that 
validity consists in being of the nature of Consciousness ; as in that case there 
would be validity in wrong cognitions also.—^If it be held that—“ Validity is a 
particular form of Cognition itself ”,—^then it should not be said that— 
” Validity is natural and inherent in cognitions, and not brought about by 
excellences ; becaiise even in the absence of excellences, when there is wrong 
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oognition, it is quite possible that there should be validity *’ (as asserted 
above). Because if Validity weye held to be a particular form of Cognition, 
—^then alone could there be any justification for the pointing out of the 
falsity of the premiss that the same validity is due to the presence of excel¬ 
lences,—not of anything else. As a matter of fact, however, when it has 
been asserted that “it is present also in wrong cognition the falsity 
pointed out is not in the premiss that ‘ the particular form, of Cognition is 
due to the presence of excellences —^but in regard to Cognition in general ; 
and the other party does not hold that cognition in general is brought about 
by excellences ; it is only a particular cognition that is held to be so brought 
about; and it is not possible to point out falsity in the premiss that ‘ a 
particular cognition is brought about by excellences 

Then again, we also do not hold the extraneous validity to be due to 
excellences ; by denying which you are seeking to prove inherent validity. 
What wo hold is that a particular cognition, oven though apprehended, 
might be duo to a mistake, and as such it cannot bring about the certainty 
of conviction in accordance with the said apprehension ; hence it is concluded 
that validity, being due to the appearance of the said conviction, must be 
extraneous. 

Further, the same may be said in regard to Invalidity also ; as follows— 
InvalidHy is of the essence of cognition ;—and this is natural and inherent 
in cognitions,—and not due to defects ; because it is possible even when 
there is no defect, as in the case of Right Cognition ; that is why Invalidity 
is said to be inherent ; and all that the defects do is to set aside the Excel¬ 
lences ; hence it is for the setting aside of the excellences, that the Invalidity 
needs the defects,—not for the bringing about of the Invalidity itself. 

Thus there is nothing in the explanation put forward above by some 
people. 

Ub^yaka, on the other hand, has declared as follows :—“ The validity 
of cognitions consists, not in their being of the nature of Consciousness, but 
in being in conformity with the real state of things ; because, in a cose where 
there is Consciousness, if there is no conformity with the real state of things,— 
the cognition is invalid ; o.g. the cognition of silver in regard to the piece of 
shell; and conversely, oven when there is no Consciousness, if there is 
conformity with real state of things, the cognition is valid ; e.g. the cognition 
of smoko in Fire. Hence from this positive and negative concomitance, 
it follows that Validity consists in being in conformity with the real state of 
things 

“ The cognition of this conformity proceeds from that same cause 
which brings about the original cognition itself,—not from any other cir- 
CTimstantial conditions ; it is in this sense that the validity of cognitions is 
spoken of as inherent in themselves ;—the term ‘ sva ’ (in the word svatah ’) 
stands for ‘ svaMya ’, ‘ what belongs to oneself ’ ; so that the word ‘ svatah * 
means ‘ due to its own cause ’. The second half of the passage—‘ the 
capacity which is not present in the thing itself cannot be produced in it 
by something else ’,—only serves to point out the reason for denying the 
idea of its being brought about by other circumstances; the meaning being 
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that ‘ the capacity which is not present in the thing itself cannot be brought 
about by anything else, —i.e. by anything else besides the causes bringing 
about the Cognition itself 

The following might be urged against the above view :—As a matter of 
fact, the causes of cognitions are common to valid as well as invalid cognitions ; 
how then could validity be invariably concomitant with the mere character 
of * being the cause of cognitions ’ ?—^From this it is clear that validity is 
due to other circumstantial causes, not merely to the cause of the cognition 
itself. This ‘ other circumstantial cause ’ must be one that is accompanied 
by excellences; so that the cause of validity would consist also in the ex - 
cellences of the Sense-organs and other Instruments of Cognition. In the 
case of Verbal Cognition the excellence of this other cause, as ascertained from 
actual experience, consists in ‘ being composed (spoken) by a trustworthy 
person ’. So that there being no such composer (or Speaker) in the case of 
the Veda, it would have to bo regarded as invalid. 

The answer to this (provided by Uhlyaha) is as follows :—“ What has 
been just asserted does not affect oiu* position; because it cannot be 
proved that validity is due to other circumstantial causes. It is not possible 
for us to recognise any positive functioning of the Excellences towards the 
bringing about of the effect in the shape of validity ; what produces the 
idea of the cognition being in conformity with the real state of things is the 
cause in the shape of the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognition them¬ 
selves, independently of anything else. As regards the function of the 
ointment (applied to the Eyes to remove defective vision),—that tends only 
towards the removal of defects, and not to the producing of excellences 

It might be argued that—The Sense-organs and the other Means of 
Cognition are there in the case of the invalid cognition also ; so that under 
the above view, validity should be produced in all cases ; as the cause of it 
would be there in its efficient condition. 

“ This is not so, ”—says Uheyaka —“ because after the defects have 
been cured, other causes would become operative towards the bringing 
about of particular effects ”. 

The following might be lurged ;—Why is not the contrary of this accepted 
—that the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognition bring about wrong 
cognitions, independently of other things,—and that on the cure of the 
excellences, other circumstantial causes become operative towards bringing 
about the right cognition in conformity with the real state of things ? 

Uhiyalea's answer to this is as follows :—“ Tnie ; this is so ; but through 
positive and negative concomitance, it has been found in the case of 
Inference, that what brings about the validity is that same ‘ presence of 
three factors ’ which brings about the cognition itself; and hence it is 
assumed that in the case of Perception also, the validity would be produced 
by the same cause that produces the cognition. As regards the wrong 
cognition, on the other hand, it is an effect that is not found to be produced 
by the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognition, and hence it leads to the 
assumption that it must be due to other circumstantial causes.—^Thus there 
can be no objection to our explanation of validity ”. 
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[The Author’s answer to the above view of Vbiyakd] —All this is cer¬ 
tainly not free from objections. For instance, it has been assertod that “ the 
validity of cognitions consists in its being in conformity with the real state 
of things ; and that it proceeds from the cause of the cognition itself — 
This is superfluous, futile ; because we also admit that ‘ that cognition alone 
is valid which is in conformity with the real nature of things —which clearly 
means that Validity consists in being in conformity with the real state of 
things.—But the ‘ cognition ’ is specially mentioned as qualifying ‘ validity ’; 
validity is not regarded as belonging directly to the Smoke and such other 
means of cognition, which are themselves not of the nature of ‘ cognition *; 
hence it cannot be admitted that validity consists ordy in ‘ being in conformity 
with the real state of things Specially because it is Cognition alone which 
is primarily operative towards things to be abandoned or acquired. For 
instance, even though the Smoke^ which is invariably concomitant with Fire, 
is there,—the Agent does not have recourse to activity towards the securing 
of the Fire, until the cognition of the Smoke comes about; which shows that 
it is the cognition that is the direct and immediate prompting agent towards 
the nian’s activity. This has been thus declared—‘ The Cognition must be 
valid, because that is the primary cause of activity towards things to be 
abandoned or obtained *. 

As regards the character of ‘ being in conformity with the real state of 
things *, which belongs to the Cognitions, and which is there in the form of the 
capacity to lead up to the thing cognised,—^this consists in this same getting 
at the thing ; as it is only in regard to this that Invariable Concomitance is 
possible; and the capacity of things forms their very nature or essence; 
hence who could ever think of securing it from other things,—in view of which 
it would have to be specially denied ? Because when the thing itself has 
been produced, it cannot be that its property and nature have not been pro¬ 
duced. If this were so, then there would be incongruities. 

This validity then, though being the very essence of the cognitions, 
cannot be recognised until the effects of the cognition have been brought 
about,—because of the presence of caiises likely to lead to wrong cognitions. 
Hence the effect is ascertained from extraneous causes such as the cognition 
of effective action. Hence when the validity is said to be extraneous, it is 
in reference to the said certainty regarding it, not in reference to its being 
produced. Consequently, there can be no useful purpose served by the denial 
of the production of the validity by other causes; as on that point there is no 
dispute at all. As regards the certainty, however, regarding the capacity of 
things, you also hold that it is brought about by extraneous causes. This 
has been declared thus (by Kumdrila himself)—“ The capacities of things 
are proved through Presumption based upon the fact that certain effects 
cannot be explained otherwise ” [Shlo-VH,, p. 341]. 

As regards the argument that “ the capacity that does not belong to a 
thing by itself cannot be produced by anything else ”,—which has been put 
forward in support of the denial of the idea of the validity being due to other 
circumstantial causes,—that is equally applicable to Invalidity also; so 
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that that also should have to be regarded as inherent in the cognition. 
Hence the Reason adduced is no Reason at all; as it is false and inconclusive. 

It has been argued that—“ Excellences are never recognised as operating 
positively towards the bringing about of Invalidity 

It cannot be understood what the clear meaning of this affirmation is. 
What is the meaning of this ‘ positive operation * ?—^If it means intentional 
activity towards the producing of a certain effect, following upon the deter¬ 
mination that ‘ I shall do this —then such activity cannot be possible for 
the Sense-organs. Nor is it possible for things to act intelligently and 
intentionally ; because all things being momentary, effort and activity are 
impossible; consequently, for the Sense-organs also, no positive activity is 
possible ; and hence they can never serve as Causes. —If it be argued that— 
“ even without any operation in the form of activity y the Sense-organs operate, 
by their mere presence, towards the production of effects ; and as such are 
held to be Causes —then the answer is that this can bo said, with equal 
reason, in regard to Excellences also. In the producing of the effects, all 
Causes are not always found to have an activity apart from their mere pre¬ 
sence.—^The following might be urged—“ When the Excellences are present, 
the Defects disappear, and thence comes about mlidity ; so that, as they act 
through the disappearance of the defects, it is said that there can bo no 
positive operation possible for the Excellences —^The same, however, may be 
said regarding the Defects also; for instance, when the Defects are present, 
the Excellences disappear and thence there comes about invalidity ; hence 
towards the bringing about of Invalidity also, the Defects woixld have no 
positive operation. Thus Invalidity also would be inherent,—there being 
no difference between the two cases. As a matter of fact, Defects are never 
found to set aside Excellences and operate directly towards the bringing 
about of Invalidity. Hence there can be no causal relation apart from the 
condition that the presence and absence of one thing is concomitant with the 
presence and absence of the other. Such causal relation is equally possible 
for Defects as well as Excellences, 

It has been argued that—The form of the Sense-organ and other 
Means of Cognition, independently of anything else, serves to bring about 
cognitions in conformity with the real state of things ”. 

This also is not right; because, all cognitions would, in this case, 
be valid,—as their efficient cause would be always present; specially as they 
would be of the nature of Consciousness. The character of being of the 
ruiture of Consciousness, as present in cognitions, is inseparably related to 
the preceding cognition ; so that even when there are defects, their efficient 
cause and the said character would be there in the case of all cognitions 
the character of being in conformity with the real state of things would also, 
in the same way, be there in all cognitions. 

The following might be urged—“ In the case of Defects bringing about 
Invalidity, the efficient cause would not be there in all cases ; because Validity 
and its opposite, being mutually exclusive, could never be present in the 
same cognition. The character of being of the essence of Consciotrniess, 
however, can be present in all cases, without any opposition 
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If that is so, then the Sense-organ by itself, independently of every¬ 
thing else, oannot turn out to be the cause; because, even when the Sense- 
organ is there in its efficient condition, its effect, in the slukpo of Validity, 
does not come about. What is independent of everything else can never 
fail to be productive of its effect; and when between two things, one does not 
come about oven when the other is there, the former cannot be regardt^d as 
having the latter as its only caiwo ; if it did so, there would bo incongruities. 

Then again, you have got to explain this—If Validity has its efficient 
cause present in its perfect condition, why is it that it does not come about, 
even when the Defects are there ?—If the answer is that—“ it does not come 
about on account of the presence of the Defect, which is a cause operating 
against the Validity ”,—then, the same may be said regarding Invalidity 
also; it does not come about at the time on account of the presence of the 
Sense-organ, etc. which are the cause operating against the Invalidity. 

Further, even if the Validity wore unwilling to come about because it 
is afraid of the Defect which operates against it,—how could its own cause 
which is present there in its efficient condition, ignore the effect ? In fact, 
the untrammelled potency of the cause would be manifested only if it forced 
the effect to come about, even though unwilling.—If the idea is that the 
Sense-organ w’oiild not bring about Validity, when its potency would be 
obstructed by the presence of Defects,—then, being impotent, it could not 
bring about the Cognition either. Otherwise it would not be true that 
“ Validity is brought about by the cause of the Cognition itself ” ; as it would 
not come about oven when the Cognition has come about. If between two 
things, one is not produced oven when the other has been produced,—then 
both cannot be regarded as necessarily having the same cause ; as for instance, 
when the prwfffi/-sprout is not produced on the production of the Kodrava- 
sprout;—and it has been found that even when the Cognition has been 
produced, its Validity is not always produced; hence there is non-appre¬ 
hension of the wider character.—^Then again, when a Potency forms the very 
essence of a thing, nothing can obstruct it, without destroying the nature of 
that thing. Thus then it may be possible to assert as follows—‘ Please 
accept the view that there is validity of all Apprehensions, because the 
Potency which is inherent in a thing cannot l>e destroyed by anything else * 
[a parody of Kumdrila's assertion]. 

The following might be urged—“ What is held to be the cause of validity 
is not the mere Sense-organ and other Means of Cognition, but only such 
Sense-organ, etc, as are free from, defects ; so that the above objections are not 
applicable ”. 

If that is so, then it comes to this that what brings about the Validity 
is the Sense-organ as along with Excellences —which is something different 
from the cause of the Cognition itself; because it is only when a thing is 
equip[>ed with Excellence that it can be free from defects. Thus you cannot 
say that “the validity is not known to bo brought about by other circum¬ 
stantial causes ”. 

“ What the Excellences operate towards is the rermval of defects, not the 
producing of validity 
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That oannot be right. ‘ Removal ’ is a more negation; hence there 
can be no operation towards it; for instance, it is not possible for anything 
to have any operation towards a non-ontity, like the ‘ Hare’s Horn which 
is not something to be produced. 

It has been argued that—“ In the case of Inference, it has been found 
that the presence of the Three-factorSf which produces the Cognition, brings 
about the Validity also 

This also is inadmiaaible. What brings about the Inferential Cognition 
is, not merely the presence of the three faciora^ but also such excellences in 
the cogniaer as abaence of dekision, and full rememhraneea and impreaaiona. 
For instance, oven when the three faciora are present, if the man has no recol¬ 
lection of the relationship and other impressions regarding those factors, 
the Inferential Cognition does not appear at all; consequently, from this 
positive and negative concomitance, it is clear that it is not true that what 
produces the validity is the same cause that produces the cognition itself. 
Hence the conclusion to the contrary remains irresistible. 

It has also been argued that—“ The effect in the shape of wrong cognition 
does not proceed from the mere Sense-organs 

This is an extremely audacious statement.* It implies the possibility 
of Wrong Cognitions appearing independently of the Sense-organs. When 
one thing, by its very nature, does not proceed from another, it can never 
bo dependent upon the latter; as otherwise, it would lead to absurdity. 
As a matter of fact, even the cognitions of ‘ two moons ’ and the like which 
appear in men suffering from defective vision, never appear independently 
of the Sense-organs. 

Further, if Validity is described as ‘ conformity with the real state of 
things ’,—^then how is it ascertained that the Cognition produced by the 
Veda is in conformity with the real state of things,—^in view of which you, 
who are a man of limited vision, come to regard it as xxilid ? In fact, the 
presence of a potency in a thing cannot be ascertained by men who have 
not perceived the effects of such Potency. If it wore so ascertained, it 
would lead to incongruities. 

Thus it is found that the Validity is not proved in the case of the Veda, 
—in the hope of establishing of whose reliability all this verbal net-work 
has been spread out (by the Mlmdmaaka) ; so that all this effort has been 
like the effort of the man who thumps mere huaka^ in the hope of finding rice. 
This point need not be laboured any further.—(3123) 


End of Chapter XXV 



CHAPTER XXVI 


Examination of the ‘ Person of Super-normal Vision ’ 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declarc^d in the Introductory VerHOs (Texts 5-6) that— 
‘ The great Teacher, the beat of Expounders, has expounded the doctrine of 
the Intervolved Whsel of Causation^ —Shaving abounding Mercy acquired 
during vast eeona of time ; after bowing to this same Teacher, this Com¬ 
pendium of True Doctrines is being composed *.—Herein it has been asserted 
that the Doctrine of the * Intervolved Wheel of Causation ’ is qualified as 
having been taught by an Omniscient Person. 

In support of this notion, the Author proceeds with the mere introduction 
of this subject:— 


TEXT (3124). 

Thus, it havin(} been peoved that the validity of all cognitions 

IS NOT INHERENT IN THEMSELVES, NO ATTEMPT IS MADE TO 
PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON COGNISANT OF 
THINGS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES. 

—(3124) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus, —i.e. by the reasonings just set forth,—it is established that the 
Validity of all Cognitions is not irikererU in themselves ;—hence the existence 
of a Person knowing all things, even those beyond the reach of the Senses, 
becomes established without any effort; consequently, for the piurpose of 
proving this no further effort is being made.—(3124) 

Qmstion :—“ How does it become established without effort ? ’* 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3125-3127). 

Inasmuch as the validity and reliability of the Veda also is 
DUE to a Person^—it follows from that itself that the said 
validity is possible only if that Person is cognisant of super- 
sensuous THINGS. If it were not so, then the Person* would 

BE LIABLE TO IGNORANCE, DoUBT AND WRONG COGNITION ; AND 
WHEN SUCH A PERSON WOULD BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VbDA, THIS 
LATTER COULD NOT HAVE ANY VALIDITY,—LIKE OTHER ASSERTIONS. 

Inasmuch as the connection between Heaven and Sacrificial 
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PERFORMANCE HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY HIM AFTER FULL KNOWLEDGE, 

if IS CLEAR THAT HE IS COGNISANT OF SUPERSBNSUOUS THINGS. 

This must be admitted by others also.— (3125-3127) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tdsya ’—of the Person. 

‘ Tatah ’—the Person, its composer. 

‘ Taamin ’—in the Veda;—the Locative ending is in relation to the 
word ‘ Pramdnatd ‘ Validity ’. 

‘ Validity ’—capacity to make known siipersensuous things in accordance 
with their true nature.—^This has boon said in reforonce to the view of the 
other party. 

What is meant is as follows :—^If you must insist upon the validity and 
reliability of the Veda,—then that validity must bo due to the Person who 
composed it, and not to the Veda itself. This has been explained already. 
If this Author of the Veda is capable of perceiving supersensuoxis things, 
—^then alone can reliability belong to him ; otherwise if tho author were 
liable to wrong and doubtful cognitions, the Veda w^ould be just like the 
utterances of mad and demented people, and hence entirely unreliable. 
Hence it follows that the Author of the Veda, whose existence has been proved 
in the chapter on ‘ Tho Revealed Word ’, must bo regarded, at least by 
implication, to be one who is capable of perceiving supersenstious things. 
Hence there should bo no denial of such an Author. 

As a rule, men have their powers of perception beset with defects like 
Love and Hate, and hence they are unable to perceive siipersensuous things ; 
having realised this truth, j)eoplo lose all ho|>e of establishing the validity of 
scriptures composed by such men ; so when one seeks to obtain the knowledge 
of what is Dharma and what is Adkamuu he will roly upon the reliability of 
tho Veda,—^just like the bird which is unable to perceive the shore. 

With this idea, the Mimdmsakas, being devoid of all excellent qualities 
(?), deny the existence of the Person cognisant of siipersensuous things; their 
argument being as follows :—“ All men being beset with Love and Hatred, 
etc. as also by Ignorance, and not know’ing how to get rid of these, they 
become confused ; hence there can be no Person who is capable of perceiving 
siipersensuous things ; consequently, Dharma can be known only through the 
Veda, not through the senses ; ‘ as it is the Veda only which can make known 
things past, present and future, subtle and remote and near,—not so the 
Sense-organ or any other Means of Cognition ’ (Shahara-Bhdsya), In 
support of this view, they put forward the following reasoning: A thing 
that falls within the scope of the Means of Cognition known as ‘ Non-appre¬ 
hension ’, which consists in the absence of the five means of Cognition (Sense- 
perception and the rest), can be regarded by the wise only as non-existent; 
e.g. the ‘ sky-lotus ’,—the omniscient Person falls within the scope of the 
said ‘ Non-apprehension ’ ;—Whence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things ; tho Probandum consisting of capability of bmng med and regarded. 
As for the negation of this, it can be cognised by ‘ Non-apprehension ’ only ”, 
-(3125-3127) 
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Says the Mlmdmaaka'8 Opponent:—^All that is cognisable is included 
under the five things^ Ooloiu* (Taste, Odour, Touch and Speech); and men 
who know all these are well known ; hence the Mxmamaaka'a Proposition— 
that ‘ there is no one wlio knows all things *—is contrary to ordinary ex¬ 
perience 

The MlmamsdkxCa answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3128). 

“ All that is pertinent to the present context is the denial of 
THE knowledge OF Dharma (by Man) ; who is denying the 

POSSIBILITY OF A PERSON KNOWING OTHER THINGS ? ” 

—(3128) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ In the present context, which deals with the question of the Reliability 
of the Veda, all that is meant by us is the denial of the existence of any 
pi^rson who knows all things relating to Dharma^ —not the denial of the 
person knowing all things that are included under the denotation of the 
term ‘ all Thus if people apply the term ‘ omniscient ’ (a//-knowing) to 
a certain person, in the sense that ho knows all things except Dharma arid 
Adharma^ —we do not deny this ; hence our Proposition does not run counter 
to ordinary experience ”.—(3128) 

“ Further, if you Buddhists also urge, against us, the possibility of 
regarding, as ‘ all-knowing ’, the man who knows all things except Dharma. 
and Adharma, —then that is entirely superfluous.—This is what is pointed 
out in the following— 

TEXT (3129). 

“ In every case, the term ‘ all ’ is used in reference TO THE CON¬ 
TEXT ; HENCE IF THERE IS A PERSON KNOWING all things RELATING 
TO A CERTAIN CONTEXT,—^WHAT HARM DOES THAT DO 
TO OUR POSITION ? ’’— (3129) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question : —What is that ‘ all ’ that relates to the present context ? 
Answer :— 

TEXT (3130). 

“ There are certain effects (spoken of) which, if found impossible 

IN RELATION TO . THE OBJECT DENOTED BY THE WORD, ARE 
APPLIED TO THE WoRD ITSELF ; HENCE THE MAN WHO 

knows the word ‘ all may be called 
‘ aZZ-KNOWING ’ IN NAME.”— (3130) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ For example, in Grammar, we find such assertions as ‘ agnirdrk * and 
so forth which lay own such eflects as the addition of certain affixes ; 
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now this effect cannot be brought about in the thing denoted by the words 
concerned; consequently, by implication, they are applied to the words 
themselves, by Grammarians.—In the same manner, if you also, finding 
that it is impossible for any one to know all things, explain the term ‘ all * 
appearing in the statement of your doctrine, as standing for the word 
‘ all ’,—so that the man knowing the word ‘ all ’ would be ‘ all-knowing ’,— 
then this may be so in name, —^i.o. in name only; for no one can prevent a 
man applying to words any meaning ho likes; as the naming of things 
depends upon the mere whim of man —(3130) 

TEXT (3131). 

“ If the thing related to the context is some such thing as Oil, 
Water or Clarified Butter,—^and if a person knowing all 

ABOUT such a thing IS CALLED ‘ ALL-KNOWING — 

THEN HE MAY BE SO ; WE DO NOT DENY 

THAT.”— (3131) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If what is meant by the term ‘ all ’ are things other than Dharma 
and Adharma, —such as Oil, Water, Clarified Butter, etc.—and the Person 
is regarded as ‘ all-knowing ’ on account of his knowledge of these things,— 
—then your argument is superfluous —(3131) 

“ Further, is the ‘ all-knowing * ijerson regarded as such—because he 
knows a little of the universe as a whole ? Or because he knows the whole 
of it in full detail ?—If the former, then it is futile ; it being admitted by us. 
—^This is pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3132-3133). 

“ The WHOLE universe is included under the two terms ‘ POSITIVE ’ 
AND ‘ negative ’ ; IF ONE WHO KNOWS THIS EPITOME OF THE WORLD 

IS CALLED ‘ ALL-KNOWING —THEN WHO IS THERE THAT DOES 
NOT ACCEPT SUCH AN ‘ OMNISCIENT ’ PERSON ?—In THE 
SAME WAY, THE TERM ‘ ALL ’ MAY BE APPLIED ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH UNIVERSAL TERMS AS ‘ KNOWABLE 
‘ COGNISABLE ’ AND THE LIKE (WHICH IN¬ 
CLUDE all THINGS) ; IF ONE WHO KNOWS 
THIS IS CALLED ‘ OMNISCIENT —WHO 
CAN OBJECT TO THIS ? ”— (3132- 

3133) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The whole world, consisting of things that are mutually exclusive, is 
‘ negative *; and when the things are spoken of positively, it is ‘ positive ’ ;— 
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thus these two characters, * positive ’ and ‘ negative *, have been described by 
us as standing for the entire universe; if, it is on the basis of the knowledge of 
the whole world in this form (as consisting of Positive and Negative entities), 
that the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ is sought to be proved,—even this is acceptable 
to us. But this alone cannot prove the ‘ omniscient character ’ of any 
person ”. 

‘ This epitome of the world ’—Being of the Positive and Negative form 
constitutes the ‘ epitome ’ of the World, in the sense that it epitomises it. 

Similarly if the whole world is viewed as ‘ knowable *, ‘ cognisable 
etc.—^and one knowing it thus is ‘ all-knowing ’,—then this also is what is 
readily admitted by us.—(3132-3133) 

TEXT (3134). 

“ When certain people have come to the conclusion that such 

AND so MANY ARE all THE THINGS THAT EXIST,—ALL THOSE WHO 
KNOW THIS AND THOSE WHO HAVE LEARNT THE WORKS 
WRITTEN BY THEM SHOULD BE ‘ aZZ-KNOWING 

—(3134) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be that there are some people who have come to the conclusion 
in their own systems that so many are aU the things that exist, and have 
postulated them to be as such;—o.g. the Bauddhas have postulated the 
‘ Five Thought-phases ’;—the Vaishesikas have postulated the ‘ Six 
Categories ’;—the Naiydyikas have postulated the ‘ Sixteen Categories *,— 
‘Moans of Cognition’, ‘Objects of Cognition’ and so forth;—the Sdhkhyas 
have postulated the twenty-five Principles—‘ Primordial Matter ’, the ‘ Groat 
Principle ’ and so forth.—And one who knows these is held to be ‘ all¬ 
knowing ’.—In this way, it leads to absurdities; such as people who read 
the works written by these people also become ‘ aIl?knowing *.—(3134) 

TEXT (3135). 

“ For INSTANCE, ONE WHO HAS KNOWLEDGE OF THE SIX ‘ OBJECTS OF 

Cognition *, through the six ‘ Means of Cognition ’, would 

BE ‘ KNOWING ALL ’ IN AN EPITOMISED FORM ; WHO 
IS THERE WHO WOULD NOT ADMIT SUCH AN 
OMNISCIENT PERSON ? ”—(3135) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that—‘ If a man, through the six Means of Cognition 
—Perception, Inference, Analogy, Word, Presumption and Non-apprehension 
—cognises the six kinds of objects, he would be regarded as omniscient ’;— 
but this also would be futile, proving what is already admitted. Because 
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—(a) Perception being restricted in its scope to the five objects, in the shape 
of Colour, etc. cannot apply to Dharma and Adharma ; (6) Inference also, 
envisaging the sitbject as related to the Probam which has been cognised by 
Perception, cannot api^ertain to Dharma and Adharma ; because Dharma, 
etc.—are beyond the reach of the senses ; hence no relationship of these with 
anything can be apprehended by Perception;—(c) as regards the Word, 
even though it appertains wholly to imperceptible things, yet through 
verbal cognition one cannot be regarded as ‘ perceiving supersensuous things *; 
because verbal cognition, envisaging imperceptible things, cannot be of 
the nature of Perception; and the man who is wholly addicted to non- 
perceptiorial cognition can never be one ‘ perceiving supersensuous things ’;— 
(d) as regards Analogy, envisaging Similarity and its adjuncts, can never 
apply to Dfiarma and Adharma ; as has boon thus declared—‘ Hence what is 
remembered would be qualified by similarity, —^and this would be the object 
of Analogical Cognition; or the similarity as resting in that thing ’ 
(Shlokavdrtika —Analogy, 37);—(e) as regards Presumption, it envisages only 
a thing different from the one in question, which, as heard of or seen, would 
be inexplicable without that other thing; hence, it cannot appertain to 
Dharma and Adharma ; as there is nothing either seen or heard of, which 
caimot be explained without the presumption of Dharma ami Adharma, * 
Even if Presumption does envisage Dlmrma ami Adharma,, —it cannot be 
of the nature of Perception ; hence one who rests upon it cannot bo said to 
bo ‘ directly perceiving Dharma and Adharma ’ ;—(/) as regards Non-appre¬ 
hension, as it envisages only the absence of cognisable things, it can never 
envisage Dharma and Adharma, —(3135) 


Thus it has been explained that the attornj)t to prove the Omniscient 
Person on the basis of the knowledge of the epitomised form of things, is 
superfluous. The Mimdmsaka now proceeds to point out objections against 
the idea of the ‘ Omniscient Person *, on the basis of his knowing the whole 
world in detail:— . 


TEXT (3136). 

“ If one assumes the existence of a Person capable of directly 

PERCEIVING ALL THINGS IN DETAIL,—SUCH ASSUMPTION IS 
ABSOLUTELY FUTILE AND FALSE.*'— (3136) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Muulhd ’—Futile, useless ; because it is not conducive to the fulfilment 
of any purpose of man. 

‘ False *—^not true, as envisaging an impossibility.—(3136) 


The following Teoct shows in what way it is an impossibility— 
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TEXT (3137). 

“ Even in a single body, there are so many atoms, and so many 
HAIRS, ETC. ;—who CAN KNOW ALL THESE ? ”— (3137) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, it is impossible for men to know in detail all the 
atoms contained even in a single body; what to say of the knowledge of all 
the little details that go to make up the entire Universe ?—(3137) 

The following Text points out the futility of assuming the Omniscient 
Person:— 


TEXT (3138). 

“ If AN ATTEMPT WERE MADE TO PROVE THAT ONE HAS THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF THE DETAILS OP ALL INDIVIDUALS AND COMPONENTS OF THE WHOLE 
WORLD,—IT WOULD BE AS FUTILE AS THE INVESTIGATION 

OF THE Crow’s Teeth.”—(3138) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Components ’—Hands and Feet, etc.—‘ Individuals *—in the shape of 
the particular trees, Dhava, Khadira^ Palusha and so forth.—* Samasta^ 
etc, ’—^all components and individuals ;—^the ‘ details ’ of these are in the 
shape of atoms, hairs, leaves and so forth;—one who has the knowledge of 
all this is ^ Samasta , . , jftdna \—^the term ^jfidna^ standing for one who 
knows —the ‘ Li/w^-affix ’ in "jhana ’ denoting the active agent;—any attempt 
to prove,—establish the presence of—such a knower —^would be absolutely 
futile; that is, because, being impossible and not having any bearing upon 
Dharma and Adharma, it can be of no use in fulfilling any purpose of man.— 
(3138) 

This same idea is further supported by means of an illustration :— 


TEXT (3139). 

“ Just as the assertion that ‘ one knows all things with his eyes ’ 
IS futile, so also would BE THE PROPOSITION THAT ‘ THERE 
IS A Person capable of directly perceiving 
ALL things — (3139) 

COMMENTARY. 

This means that the Proposition is superfluous and also contrary to 
common experience.—(3139) 

42 
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The following Text proceeds to point out where there is difference of 
opinion, and the proving of which would be useful for man :— 


TEXTS (3140-3141). 

“ By provino the existence of the Person knowing only Dharma 
and Adharma, whom the Buddhist postulates,—one secures the 

RELIABILITY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF THE SCRIPTURE COMPOSED BY 

Him ; and by denying the said Person, one secures the 

UNRELIABILITY AND REJECTABIUTY OF THE SAID SCRIPTURE.— ^ThUS 
WHEN PEOPLE PROCEED TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON 
KNOWING ALL THE LITTLE DETAILS OF THE ENTIRE WORLD, THEY 
PUT THEMSELVES TO THE UNNECESSARY TROUBLE OF WRITING 
TREATISES ON THE SUBJECT AND CARRYING ON DISCUSSIONS ON 
THE SAME.’ -(3140-3141) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Sva-dharrm, etc. etc.' —the Person cognisant of Dharma and Adharma ,— 
as posited by the Buddhist himself; when there is proving or denying of 
such a Person. The compound is to be taken as with the Locative ending. 
When there is (a) proving and (6) denying of such a person,—it becomes 
established whether the scripture composed by such a person is to be 
(a) accepted or (h) rejected, respectively. 

What is meant is as follows :—^If the Party postulating the said Person 
succeeds in proving that such a Person exists as his Instructor fully con¬ 
versant with Dfuirrm and Adharma, —then it becomes established that the 
scripture composed by him should bo accepted; on the other hand, if the 
Party denying the said Person postulated by the other party as conversant 
with Dhamm and Adfuimm only, succeeds in refuting the existence of such a 
Person,—it becomes proved that the Scripture composed by the said Person 
should be rejected;—when, however, one gives up all consideration of only 
Dharma and Adharmay and proceeds to compose treatises and cajrry on dis¬ 
cussions regarding the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ who is affirmed by one party as 
knowing all the minute details of the whole world, and is denied by the 
other party,—^such attempt involves useless trouble. 

The Locative ending at the end of the compound—‘ aSVw, efc.*— 
connotes ‘ for the purpose of while that at the end of the compound 
‘ grarUhavadayoh ’, it connotes the receptacle of the attempt. —(3140-3141) 


The following might be urged—^If there is no Person cognisant of Dharma 
and Adharma. then how can people have any idea of what is moral, good 
and what is irnmaral, evil ? 

The Mimdmaaka'a answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3142-3144). 

“ Perception and other Means of Cognition regarding the 
Omniscient Person having been discarded, it would follow 
that Morality and Immorality are cognisable through scrip¬ 
ture (Reliable Word) only.—^This alone being sufficient to 
establish the doctrine of the Mlmdmaakay if an effort is made 
to refute the existence of the Omniscient Person, it is 
LIKE AN attempt TO KILL WHAT IS ALREADY DEAD. ThE ‘ PERSON 
COGNISANT OF Dhatma ’ having been rejected, on the ground 

OF HIS VERY ROOT BEING CUT OFF,—IF PEOPLE GO ON ASSERTING 
THE EXISTENCE OF OMNISCIENT PERSONS, IT IS LIKE THE THUMPING 

OF HUSKS.”— (3142-3144) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kemldgmnay etc, etc,^ —i.e. being cognisable through the reliable Word 
only.—^Though the term ‘ dgama ’ connotes the relmhle word in general, 
yet, here, by implication, it should bo taken as standing for that Word (or 
Scripture) which does not emanate from Man. 

‘ This alone, etc, eio.^ —^That is, only by the rejection of the Person 
cognisant of Dharma, the Mlrmmmka^s doctrine, that ' Dharma is that 
beneficial thing which is indicated by the Veda', becomes established ; 
even so, if we make further repeated efforts—^as shown later on—for rejecting 
the Omniscient Person, it is useless ; the desired result having been already 
achieved, such further Effort is like the killing of what is already dead. 

The Omniscient Person having been rejected, if the Buddhists still 
make attempts to prove his existence, that also,—as not bringing about 
the desired result,—is like the thumping of husks, by the person seeking for 
Rice ; involving needless labour. Just as in the case cited, after the rice 
has been removed, if the man seeking for rice proceeds to thump the husks, 
it is entirely useless,—so also, when the main factor of the Person cognisant of 
Dharma, etc. has been set aside, if the Buddhist proceeds to prove the exist/cnco 
of the Person knowing all the little details that go to make up the world, 
which is of no use in regard to the main factor,—such attempt is entirely 
useless. Herein lies the similarity to the thumping of husks. 

"On account of their very root having been cut off\ —i.e. of whom the 
main point, regarding the knowledge of Dharma and Adharrrm, has been 
refuted.—(3142-3144) 


The following Text shows that the said attempt of the Buddhist to prove 
the Omniscient Person is not only futile,—it also involves something undesir¬ 
able for him:— 



1400 


tattvasangbaha: chapter xxvi. 


TEXT (3146). 

“ If the Person has the direct perception of all things, then he 

SHOULD have direct KNOWLEDGE OP SUCH TASTES, ETC. ALSO 
AS ARB UNCLEAN ;—^WHO COULD ASSUME THE EXIS¬ 
TENCE OF SUCH A Person ? — (3145) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—^The omniscience of the Teacher has 
been inferred by the Buddhists from the fact of His having propounded the 
teaching of the truth regarding all things; hence this Inference annuls the 
Mlmdmsaka's ‘ Proposition ’ [that ‘ there can be no Omniscient Person ’]; and 
his Reason also is inadmissible. 

Anticipating this objection, the Mlmdmsaka supplies the following 
answer:— 


TEXT (3146). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE WoRDS OF THE BUDDHA AND OTHERS ARE 
NOT FOUND TO PROVIDE ANY KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IS CONTAINED 

IN THE Vedas, the Upavedas and the Subsidiary Sciences 
AND their auxiliaries ; HOW THEN CAN SUCH A PERSON 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ OMNISCIENT WITHOUT REASON ? ” 

—(3146) 

COMMENTARY. 

VecUts —named ‘ ]$k ‘ Yaju^ ’ and ‘ Sdman \ —‘ UpatSdns ’— AyurvMa, 

Dhanurveda and the like,—‘ Subsidiary Sciences ’—the six subsidiaries of the 
Veda, in the shape of Shik^d, Kalpa, Vydkarana, Nirukta, Chhandas and 
Jyoti^a, —‘ Atixiliaries' —^the parts of those, in the shape of Verbal Roots, 
etc. including the Commentaries, etc. of these. 

The ‘ artha ’ of these is what is contained in them. 

Of this ‘ artha ‘ contents of the said works,—no knowledge is provided 
by the words of Buddha and other Teachers. That is, no words of the 
Buddha are found to expound what is contained in the Veda, etc. As a 
matter of fact, no such Person is found who has composed a Scripture that 
provides the knowledge of all things ; the reason for this being that the various 
scriptures are foimd to deal with different subjects.—(3146) 


It might be argued that—when it is found that the Teachings of Buddha 
deal with a few things, it is inferred that He knows those things also which 
have not been taught by him, from the perceived fact that He is possessed 
of the requisite capacity ; hence the said objection (annulment by Inference) 
against the Mimdmsaka^s proposition still remains. 

This is anticipated and answered in the following:— 
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TEXT (3147). 

“ If IT BE HELD THAT THINGS NOT SPOKEN OP IN THEIR TREATISES WERE 

KNOWN TO THE TEACHERS,—THEN ALL POETS, BY THE COM¬ 
POSING OF THEIR POEMS, MIGHT BE REGARDED AS 

omniacierU'' —(3147) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be held, on the strength of Inference, that—“ even when a certain 
thing is not mentioned in the works composed by the Teachers, it must 
have been known to them ”i—^then those poets also who have composed 
works relating to stories created by their own imagination, could be assumed 
to be omniscient, on the ground of their powers of f)erception; there being 
no difference between the two cases. 

Thus the Reason (of the Buddhist) becomes ‘Inconclusive’.—(.3147) 

The following might be urged—^In the case of Buddha^ the Teachings are 
found to be related to suporsonsuous things; not so the works of poets; hence 
the knowledge of all such things is inferred only in the case of Buddha, not 
in that of others. If it were not so, the person who does not possess the 
knowledge of all supersensuous things could not have the knowledge of even 
some of these things ; as there would be no difference between the two cases. 
Consequently the addition of the qualification—‘ being a person knowing 
supersensuous things ’ would prevent the Reason applying to the case of 
Poets and hence from ‘ Falsity * (Inconclusiveness). 

The Mimdmsaka's answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3148). 

When there are many omniscient persons, preaching mutually 

CONTRADICTORY DOCTRINES,—THE GROUNDS OF RELIABILITY 
BEING THE SAME IN ALL,—^WHICH ONE OF THESE SHOULD 
BE ACCEPTED AS RELIABLE ? ”— (3148) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are many Teachers,— BtuMha, Kapila, Kandda, OatUama and so 
forth,—^who are regarded by their respective devotees as omniscient; and 
each one of these is sought to bo proved to be omniscient;—which one of 
them is to be definitely recognised as reliable ? The ground of omniscience, 
in the shape of having taught doctrines relating to supersensuous things, is 
equally present in all of them,—It cannot be right to regard them all as 
omniscient; because what is taught by them is mutually contradictory. 
When several persons propound teachings contrary to each other, they 
cannot all be regarded as knowing the truth; as the truth regarding any 
particular thing can be one only; hence it cannot admit of mutually con¬ 
tradictory properties.—(3148) 
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If it be said that —Buddha is the only one to be accepted as such—then 
the Mimdmaaka's answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3149). 

‘‘ If BvMha IS OMNISCIENT, THEN WHAT IS THE PROOF FOR Kapila 
NOT BEING SO.—If BOTH ARB OMNISCIENT, THEN HOW IS IT 
THAT THERE IS DIFFERENCE OF OPINION BETWEEN 
THEM ? '’—(3149) 


COMMENTARY. 

It might be said that both are omniscient;—in view of this, it is added— 
* 7/ bothf etc, etc,* —(3149) 


The following might be urged—^When the Word of any onc^ has been found 
to be true to facts,—^it is that same person in regard to whom it is inferred 
that his words relating to all things would be in keeping with reality. 

The Mlmdmaaka^s answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3150). 

“ In the MATTER OF ONE MATTER, OF ARITHMETIC FOR INSTANCE.— 
ALL BEINGS— Jiua, B'uddha and others,—^ARE FOUND TO BE 
TRUTHFUL ; AND NO DISTINCTION IS FOUND AMONG 

THEM.”— (3150) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words of all men,— Jina, BuMha and others,—^are found, in the 
one matter of Arithmetic,—to be tnie, quite in keeping with the real 
state of things ; in fact, when people speak of a lot of things, it is not possible 
that not one should be true ; as has been declared in the following words— 
‘When a man talks a lot, it cannot be that not a single word is true*.— 
Thus then, the reason being equally present in all cases, no difference can 
be recognised among men, and all should be regarded as omniscient.—This 
however cannot be true, because they have propounded mutually con¬ 
tradictory teachings,—^as already pointed out above.—(3160) 


It might be argued that—^When, in regard to a person it is found that, 
on being scrutinised by all Means of Cognition, what he has said cannot be 
gainsaid,—^then that person alone can be regarded as omniscient, 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 



EXAMINATION OP THE ‘PERSON OP SUPER-NORMAL VISION'. 1403 


TEXTS (3161-3163). 

“ That same reason, by which the omniscience op one Person is 

PROVED, merely ON ACCOUNT OP YOUR LOVE FOR YOUR OWN VIEW 
OF THINGS,—^IS FOUND TO BE PRESENT IN OTHER PERSONS ALSO ; 

—THE OBJECTIONS ALSO THAT THE BUDDHISTS, WITH GREAT 
ZEAL, URGE AGAINST THE ARGUMENTS IN PROOF OF THE OMNI¬ 
SCIENCE OF Jina, ARE ALSO URGED BY THE JainOS (AGAINST 
THE OTHER PARTY).—^UnDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW 
CAN ANY DEFINITE CONCLUSION BE ARRIVED AT THROUGH 
SUCH REASONINGS AND COUNTER-REASONINGS, WHICH 
ARE UNCERTAIN AND SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN 
REFLECTIONS ? ”—(3161-3163) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is a certain reasoning adduced by the Buddhists in support of the 
omniscience of BiuMha ;—^in this form—‘ Buddha must be regarded as a 
person who directly knew the true natiue of all things,—because he has 
taught things unheard of, uninferred and in conformity with the real state of 
things,—^just like the ordinary man who has seen water and talks about it 
This same reasoning is put forward by the Digamhara Jainaa for proving 
the omniscience of Jina, —So that the matter remains as doubtful as before.— 
Again, when the Jaina has put forward his reasoning in support of the 
omniscience of Jina, —the Buddhists put forward objections against it,— 
in the form—‘ The teachings of Jina, in regard to Syddvdda and other doc¬ 
trines being impossible, he cannot be regarded as omniscient *; these same 
are urged by the Jainas when the Buddhist adduces his reasoning in support 
of tlie omniscience of BuddJta, —^the Jaina^s counter-reasoning being— 
' Buddha cannot be regarded as omniscient because his teachings regarding 
the Perpetual Flux, etc. are impossible 

In this way this becomes a case like that of Reflection and Counter- 
reflection : When the reflected object is there, its reflection appears ; in the 
same way when the Reasonings and Counter-reasonings have been put forth, 
reasonings and counter-reasonings to the contrary come forward. These 
reetsonings and counter-reasonings thus being always uncertain,—^they 
are swallowed by their own reflections; how then can there be any definite 
conclusion regarding the omniscience of any Person ?—(3151-3163) 


The following might be urged that—^That person alone may be regarded 
as omniscient in whose case no objection can be urged to the contrary. 

The answer to this is as follows ;—• 
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TEXT (3164). 

In this way psbudo-omniscient persons having been beaten off 

BY EACH OTHER, THE FEW THAT REMAIN SHALL BE BEATEN OFF 
BY THE UPHOLDER OF THE VeDA/’— (3154) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mlmdmaaka asserts his own superiority in the following:— 


TEXTS (3155-3166). 

Any herb that has been touched by the teeth of the mongoo.se 

REMOVES THE POISON OF ALL SERPENTS, EVEN WHEN APPLIED IN 
PLAY (CARELESSLY) ; IN THE SAME WAY ANY STRAY SECULAR 
AND SPIRITUAL ARGUMENT PROCEEDING FROM THE MOUTH 
OF THE VeDIC SCHOLAR WILL DESTROY THE POISON 
OP ALL SERPENT-LIKE BUDDHISTS AND 
OTHERS.”— (3155-3156) 

COMMENTARY. 

Qtieation :—^What is this ‘ stray argument ’ ? 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3157-3158) 

‘‘ Who can (reasonably) assume (accept) the existence of a Person 
(omniscient) who can be REJECTED BY SUCH REASONS AS— ‘ BEING 
KNOWABLE ‘ BEING COGNISABLE ‘ BEING AN ENTITY ‘ BEING 
EXISTENT ’ AND SO FORTH ? ThE MAN WHO ASSUMES THE 
EXISTENCE OF AN OMNISCIENT PERSON KNOWING ALL 
THINGS through A SINGLE MeANS OF COGNITION 
MAY CERTAINLY APPREHEND ALL SUCH THINGS 

AS Taste, Odour, etc. through the 
BYES ALONE.”— (3157-3158) 

COMMENTARY. 

When several such Reasons as ‘ being knowable * and the rest,—^which 
are free from such defects as ‘ being equally co-existent with the Probandum 
and the absence of the Probandum *—are available for refuting the idea of 
the Omniscient Person,—such a person must be an utter impossibility ; 
and cannot be accepted by any sane person. 

For instance, the following reasoning may be set forth—‘ Buddha 
cannot be omniscient, because he is knovxible, cognisable, an entity, existent, 
a speaker, a person and so forth,—^like any common man on the road*. 
These Reasons could not be regarded as * Inconclusive *. Because a man is 
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called ‘omniscient’ because he knows all things; this knowledge of all 
things could be either through Sense-perception or through Mental Perception, 
—^It cannot be through Sense-perception; because the scope of such 
Perception is limited and it cannot envisage all things ; this reasoning may be 
thus formulated —Perceptions through the eye and other Sense-organs are 
restricted in their scope, because they are produced by the Sense-organs 
which are always restricted in their scope; that is why in ordinary life, 
they are never found to go beyond the bounds of those limitations; con¬ 
sequently the apprehension of all things through these is an impossibility. 
Otherwise there would bo no need for more than one sense-organ; and the 
result of this would be that all such divergent things as Taste, Odour, etc. 
would become apprehended by means of a single Cognition! The Buddhist 
who makes such an astounding assumption,—as is clear from his assertion 
that “ By one He knows all, by one He sees everything ”,—could apprehend 
all such divergent things as Taste, Odour, etc.; through the one Perception 
proceeding from the eye alone ! 

No such assertion can be made; for if it were so, then there would be the 
apprehension of several things through a single Cognition at one and the 
same time. It could be possible only through several Cognitions; because 
there cannot be several Cognitions at on© and the same time. Even if it 
were possible, there could bo no apprehension of all things; because the mind 
of another person cannot be envisaged by the Sense-perception of any man ; 
nor is it possible for him to apprehend, by its moans, things beyond the reach, 
of the senses,—such as those that are remote or too small or hidden and 
so forth.—(3167-3168) 

The following might be urged—^Though it is true that at present the 
perceptions derived from the Eye and other sense-organs do not apprehend 
diverse and heterogeneous things,—yet it is possible that at some time 
in the past, such apprehension of divergent heterogeneous things did appear 
in a certain Person. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3159). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE PERCEPTION OF CERTAIN THINGS THROUGH 
CERTAIN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS FOUND TO 
APPEAR AT THE PRESENT TIME.”— (3159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of things is always determined by the exact concomitance 
of definite causes, not haphazard. If it were not so, then all characters could 
be attributed to all things ; and if such were the case, then how could it 
over be possible for the nature determined by causes to be otherwise ? That 
is to say, it is not possible for the Smoke,—^which has its existence concomitant 
with Fire—to be produced from anything else. 
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Nor can the view be accepted that the apprehension of all things comes 
about through Mental Perception ,—[the second alternative put forward in the 
commentary on 3157-3158, on p. 1406, line 2].—Because, though Mental 
Perception may envisage all things,—yet it has no independent operation of 
its own towards the apprehension of things; if it had, then there would 
be no deaf or blind persons. It is then dependent upon something else; 
and as a matter of fact it is found that it envisages only those tilings 
that have been apprehended by Perception through the Senses; so that 
there can be no apprehension by Mental Perception of anything that 
has not been envisaged by Sense-perception,—such things, for instance, 
as are remote, small, hidden, and the mind of another person and so forth.— 
(3159) 


The following might be urged—^Through Practice and other causes, it 
is found that the powers of intelligence and other faculties vary with each 
Person ; and from this is deduced the possibility of a Person in whom these 
powers have reached the highest stage of perfection [and such a person 
would be omniscient]. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3160-3161). 

“ Those persons who have been pound to be superior to others 

ARE so only on ACCOUNT OF INTELLIGENCE, MEMORY AND 
strength,—^WHICH VARY SLIGHTLY WITH VARYING PERSONS,— 

AND NOT ON ACCOUNT OF THE CAPACITY TO PERCEIVE 
SUPER-SENSUOUS THINGS.—^EvEN THE INTELLIGENT MAN 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF PERCEIVING SUBTLE THINGS 
IS SUPERIOR TO OTHER PERSONS, WITHOUT 
GOING BEYOND THE LIMITATIONS OF HIS 
OWN KIND.” —(3160-3161) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, however much he has practised, no one has been found 
to become capable of perceiving things beyond the reach of the senses. For 
instance, a man, even though exceptionally intelligent, and capable of appre¬ 
hending things that can be apprehended only by keen intelligence,—is never 
found to transcend the limitations of his own species,—^i.e. the human weak¬ 
ness, in the shape of the absence of abnormal vision and the like,—and he is 
never found to be endowed with such abnormal vision, etc. Consequently 
there is no justification for any such assertion as the following which has 
been loudly proclaimed by Buddhists—‘ He sees with abnormal eyes, pure 
and transcending beyond the limitations of man, beings entering into excellent 
states and even inferior states, etc. etc.’.—(3160-3161) 
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Granting that all Intelligences become superior by practice and exercise— 
even so, they become superior without transcending their inherent limita¬ 
tions.-^This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3162-3163). 

’* As A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE MATTER OF THE AUDITORY PERCEPTION 
OF SOUNDS, SUPERIORITY AMONG MEN IS FOUND IN THE APPRE¬ 
HENDING OF DISTANT AND SUBTLE SOUNDS,—^NOT IN THE 
APPREHENDING OP COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS. SIMILARLY 
IN THE MATTER OF VISUAL PERCEPTION, WHAT IS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE ATTAINMENT OF SUPERIO¬ 
RITY IS THE PERCEPTION OF REMOTE AND 

SUBTLE Colour,—^not the perception 
OF Sound and other things."— 

(3162-3163) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The apprehensions ’—Cognitions—‘ of distant and subtle sounds ’ ;— 
the Instrumental ending connotes ‘ Indication In some places, the reading 
is ‘ upalabdhitah \ in the Ablative ; connoting ‘ reason ’ ; the ‘ tasi ’ at the end 
coming under the rule ‘ Vidhdyddif etc. ’ 

‘ The apprehension of sounds etc,"* —^is not brought about by the Eyes.— 
(3162-3163) 


Hitherto it has been shown that Sense-perception cannot transcend its 
limitations ; it is now going to be shown that in the case of Mental Cognition 
also, the superiority that is perceptible does not go beyond the range of the 
subject of repeated experience ;— 


TEXT (3164). 

“ Similarly great superiority is often found in men, in the 

MATTER OF SCIENTIFIC DISCUSSIONS ; BUT THAT ALONE DOBS 
NOT PROVE THAT THE MAN IS AN EXPERT IN all 
SCIENCES."— (3164) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further clarified :— 
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TEXTS (3165-3167). 

‘‘When one has learnt Grammar, his intelligence goes very 

FAR IN the matter OF CORRECT AND INCORRECT FORMS OF WORDS ; 
BUT NOT IN THE MATTER OF THE DETERMINATION OF STARS, DATES, 
ECLIPSES AND SUCH SUBJECTS.—SIMILARLY, THE ASTRONOMER, 
THOUGH SUPERIOR IN THE MATTER OP THE KNOWLEDGE OP THE 

Moon, the Sun, Eclipses and so forth, is incapable of 

DETERMINING THE CORRECTNESS OP SUCH WORDS AS 

‘ hhavati * and the like.—^Again a man, very superior 

IN HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE VeDA, HiSTORY AND SUCH 
SUBJECTS, IS UNABLE TO VISUALISE SUCH MATTERS 

AS Creation, Deity, and Apurva ^—(3165-3167) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘ Astronomer ’—ono who knows the science of the stars. 

‘ VMltikdsa, etc,'* —^The compound is to be expounded as meaning— 
' one who has the superiority relating to his knowledge of the Veda, etc.’ 

‘ Apurva ’—stands for Dharma and Adharma (Merit and Demerit).— 
(3165-3167) 

Fiuther, even when the superiority transcends the limitations of its 
subject, it does not reach its highe.st point; it is found to proce€Ki only up to a 
certain point.—^This is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (3168). 

“ The man, who can jump into the sky to the height op 15 feet, 

CAN NEVER JUMP TO THE HEIGHT OF BIGHT MILES,—^HOWEVER 
much he may PRACTISE JUMPING.*'— (3168) 

COMMENTARY. 

For example, it may so happen that men who, by reason of the accu¬ 
mulation of fat, are unable to jump to the lieight of even two feet, succeed 
in reducing their fat by means of exercise and become capable of jumping 
to the height of 15 feet; but even so, though they may carry on the exercise 
hundreds of times, they can never jump to the height of 8 miles in the sky. 
—(3168) 


In the following Teoet, the MwnSmsaka sums up his position ;— 
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TEXT (3169). 

“ Thus then, even when the superiority of knowledge proceeds 

VERY par, it can COMPREHEND ONLY A LITTLE MORE THAN 
OTHERS,—^IT CAN NEVER COMPREHEND THINGS BEYOND 
THE SENSES.’’— (3169) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ AtishdyajiidYUi *—superiority of knowledge.—^The compounding is 
according to the rule ‘ Tritlyd, etc,' —^The Instnimental Ending connotes 
iriMrumentalUy, —(3169) 

The same idea is further clarified:— 

TEXTS (3170-3171). 

“ While the man is seated in a hut, the Sense-perception that 

HE HAS HAS ITS RANGE RESTRICTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT 
EXTEND INTO ANOTHER HUT. ThOSE THINGS AGAIN WHICH ARB 
SEPARATED FROM ONE ANOTHER BY INTERVENING LANDS, 

HILLS AND OCEANS, COUNTRIES, CONTINENTS AND 
ISLANDS,—^WHO CAN PERCEIVE ALL THESE WHEN 
SEATED IN ONE PLACE ? ”—(3170-3171) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Var§a ‘ Continent ’—a particular region of the world ; e.g. the region 
of Bhdrata is called ‘ Bhdrata-var^a \ —(3170-3171) 

In the following Text, the Mlmdmsaka shows that his view is supported 
by others also ;— 

TEXTS (3172-3173). 

“ When Nala and Rtuparrfo ,,—who were experts in matters relating 
TO Horses and to Gambling, respectively—^were going 

TOGETHER IN THE CHARIOT, RtUpaVfJ^a MADE THE FOLLOWING 
STATEMENT—‘ AlL MEN DO NOT KNOW ALL THINGS,—^NO 
ONE CAN BE OMNISCIENT,—THEBE IS NO END TO 
KNOWLEDGE, RESTING IN ANY ONE MAN ’.”— 

(3172-3173) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Samvdha ’—chariot. 

The following story has been told—^There was a King named Nala ; not 
being expert in the art of Gambling, he lost his entire kingdom at Gambling; 
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he had a queen named Damayantl. The King, having lost his entire kingdom, 
went away into the forest, accompanied by the said Queen alone. When he 
reached the forest, he became separated from her, through ill-luck. Having 
his f€W3e clouded with tears due to separation from his beloved wife, the King 
drowned in the ocean of grief and anxiety,—^his body emaciated,—^went 
about wandering hither and thither; and (in brief) somehow managed to secure 
a living under King ^tuparm, and remained there incognito. His Queen 
somehow reached her father’s place. In order to fetch her husband, she 
proclaimed it far and wide that Damayantl was going to choose a husband. 
When King l^tupanm heard that Damayantl was going to choose a husband, 
he started to go there, accompanied by Nala as his charioteer. J^tupanm was 
an expert in the art of Gambling, but did not know much about horses ; while 
Nala was an expert in matters relating to Horses, but did not know much 
about Gambling. J^tupamm somehow came to know that Nala was an expert 
in matters relating to Horses. Having come to know this, he said to Nala — 
‘Please teach me the science of Horses ’.— Nala said—‘ I shall teach it to you, 
if you will teach me the art of Gambling ’.—Thereupon ^tuparna said—‘ All 
men do not know all things, etc, etc,' —^Then Nala learnt the art of Gambling 
from ^tuparm, and won back his kingdom. 

Such is the story.—(3172-3173) 

P\irther, if a man is omniscient, he must know the past and future 
things also; otherwise, if he knew only what came up at the moment, then 
he would be only a partial knower, not all-knowing (omniscient); and yet it 
is not possible for any one to know future things.—This is what is pointed 
out in the following:— 

TEXT (3174). 

‘‘ Sense-perception has never been pound to possess the capacity 
TO apprehend future things ; and as fob Inference and 
other forms of Cognition, these can never come 
about without the Indicative and other 
factors.”— (3174) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Sense-ixjrception is brought about by the capacity 
of things ; and as what is still in the future cannot be an entity, a thing,— 
Sense-perception cannot apply to it. 

Nor can Inference apply to it; because there can be no Inferential 
Indicative ; there can be no Indicative which is known to be concomitant 
with what is in the future ; because wliat has not yet appeared is non-existent. 

‘ Other factors ’ include the Corroborative Instance. 

The mention of the Fvlure is only by way of illustration ; what has been 
said should be taken as applicable to the Past also; because, the past thing 
also being a non-entity, there can be no functioning of Sense-perception over it. 

Thus the invariable concomitance (Premiss) relating to the Reasons— 

‘ being cognisable * and the rest (put forward imder Text 3167)—^becomes 



ttXAMtKAtlON OC OTHEI ‘PBBSON OF SUFBB-KOBMAL VISION*. 1411 


established ; and this implies the establishment of the Invariable Concomitance 
of the previously-mentioned Reason—‘ being envisaged by the only Means 
of Cognition, Non-apprehenaion —(3174) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance of his Reason, the 
Mlmdmaaka sums up his position :— 

TEXT (3175). 

“ Thus then, there can be no one who perceives things beyond 

THE beach of the SENSES ; HE ALONE KNOWS SUCH THINGS 
WHO KNOWS THEM THROUGH THE 

Eternal Word.”— (3175) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might bo urged—^It is not through the Eternal Word alone 
that all men know things; for instance, SJmkya-Muni ( Buddha) knows 
things from the words of sages like Kanaka^ Kdahyapa and the like ; and 
others know them from His words. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (3176-3177). 

“ If some one, not accepting the above, thinks that in the case of 
Buddha AND others the knowledge of super-sensuous things 

has been derived from the words of other men,— THEN, 

HE should assert THE UNRELIABILITY OF THE WORDS OF 
THOSE OTHER MEN, ON THE GROUND OF THEIR STANDING 
ON THE SAME FOOTING AS THOSE WORDS (OF Buddha) \ 

—AND THE UNRELIABILITY OF THIS LATTER 
SHOULD BE ASSERTED ON THE BASIS 
OF THE Reasons PREvrousLY 
indicated.’M3176.3177) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ This '—^what has been just said,—‘He alone knows such things who 
knows them through the Eternal Word *;—one who does not accept this 
and thinks that the Buddhist and others do not know all things through 
the Eternal Word, but through the word uttered by other Persons; e.g. 
Buddha knows them through the scriptures composed by other persons, like 
Kanaka, Kdshyapa and others;—one who makes this assertion should assert 
the unreliability of those words—^i.e. of the words of those other pei*sons; 
because they stand on the same footing as the words of the person who has 
been seen by one and who is held to be omniscient.—He should also assert 
the unreliability of the man,—the composer of the scripture himself,—^i^^hy ? 
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—^because of the Reasons adduced before—such as ‘ being cognisable ’ and 
the rest.—(3176-3177) 

Says the Op[)onent—^The line of Bmldhas has been without beginning; 
hence the doctrine propounded by them is also beginningless ; so that on 
account of the beginninglessness of both these being exactly like tliat of the 
Veda and the Vedic Tradition,—^they must be regarded as free from defects. 

The answer to this from the Mlmamaaka is as follows;— 


TEXT (3178). 

‘‘ The beginninglessness that is asserted in recard to the Composer 

AND the utterances EMANATING FROM HIM IS ITSELF BASED UPON 
TWO INVALID NOTIONS ; HENCE IT CANNOT PROVE THE RELIABILITY 
OF THE SAID COMPOSER AND HIS WORDS.”— (3178) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further explained ;— 


TEXT (3179). 

“ The words of Shavddhodani (Buddha) cannot be reliable, because 

THEY ARB DEPENDENT UPON OTHERS ; SO ALSO Buddha HIMSELF 
cannot be RELIA BLE because he has no DIRECT 
KNOWLEDGE OF Dhanm ,''— (3179) 


COMMENTARY. 

Just as Bvddha himself and his words are unreliable, so also are Kanaka^ 
Kdshyapa, etc. and their words.—(3179) 


TEXT (3180). 

“The beginninglessness of such persons, even though assumed, 
rests upon what is invalid, and hence cannot itself be 
FAR removed from INVALIDITY.”— (3180) 

COMMENTARY. 

The beginninglessness of such persons and their words,—even though 
assumed,—^is not very far from Invalidity; because it rests upon an invalid 
basis.—(3180) 
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TEXTS (3181-3182). 

“ Thus then, when the Buddhists, like Psevdo-Mlmdmaakas, assert 

THE SIMILARITY OF BvMka AND OTHER PERSONS TO VbDIO SCHOLARS, 

ON THE GROUND OF ALL THESE BEING VnthoVt beginning ,—THIS 
IS ONLY A FORM OF IGNORANCE, AND DOES NOT MAKE THEM 
EQUAL ; BECAUSE EVEN SO, WHAT WOULD BE toUhout 
beginning would be only the unreliability and 
rdiability of these two sets of Per¬ 
sons (Buddha, etc. and Vbdic 
Scholars) respectively. ” 

—(3181-3182) 

COMMENTARY. 

Lf the similarity that in pointed out between Buddha and others on the 
one hand and the Vedic Scholars on the other, is in regard to both being 
heginningleas, —then our answer is that mere beginninglessness does not 
establish their reliabilUy ; because neither reliability nor unreliability is 
incompatible with beginninglessness ; all that would happen would be that 
beginninglessness would belong to the Reliability of Vedic Scholars, while 
it would belong to the Unreliability of Buddha and others ; and neither 
Reliability nor Unreliability w'ould belong to both, on the ground of beginning¬ 
lessness, —^This is the ujjshot of the whole argument.—(3181-3182) 

This same idea is further clarified by means of an example ;— 


TEXTS (3183-3184). 

“ The good points of what is Reliable, and the bad points of 
what is Unreliable,—both being beginningless, —^are equal 
ONLY in so far AS THEY ARB beginningUss , For instance, 

REAL gold has BEEN IN USE SINCE TIME WITHOUT BEGINNING 
AND END,—SO HAS BEEN Unreal GOLD ALSO ; BUT 
DO THE TWO BECOME EQUAL ? ”— (3183-3184) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Pramdna, etc' —^The compound is to be expounded as—‘ the good, and 
bad points of what is Reliable and what is Unreliable \—(3183-3184) ‘ 

Now the Vedic Scholar proceeds—(1) to refute the objection that “ the 
Reason, in the shape of being amenable to nan-apprehension, is inadmissible 
—(2) to prove the non-existence of the omniscient Person,—and (3) to 
prove that the case of the Veda is different:— 

43 
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TEXT (3186). 

For the benefit of those people who declare (1) the Omniscience 
OF Buddha AND others, and (2) THE Etbrnality of the Veda, 

AS STANDING ON THE SAME FOOTING,—THE POINT WHEREIN 
THE LATTER DIFFERS PROM THE FORMER IS NOW GOING TO 
BE POINTED OUT.”— (3186) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Declare as standing on the same footing.^ —Some people hold the opinion 
that—“ Both—Buddha, etc. and the Veda—are equal sources of right 
knowledge, hence the knowledge of supersensuous things can be obtained from 
the words of Omniscient Persons, as also from the Veda —^To these people it 
is now pointed out wherein the case of the Veda differs from that of the said 
Persons.—(3186) 

“ As a matter of fact, the existence of the Omniscient Person has not been 
vouched for by any one of the five Means of Cognition—^I^erception, Inference, 
Word, Analogy, Presumption;—how then can such a Person, who falls 
within the scope of ‘ Negation ’ (Non-apprehension only) and is non-existent, 
stand on the same footing as the Veda which is known to all men down 
even to the milk-woman ?—With this idea, the Vedic Scholar proceeds to refute 
the idea of the Omniscient Person being cognisable by any one of the five 
Means of Cognition, Perception and the rest:— 

TEXT (3186). 

“ The Omniscient Person is not seen by us at the present time ;— 

Nor is there any Indicative recognised as part (of the 
subject), which could lead to HIS Inference,”— (3186) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ By means of Perception we, men of limited vision, do not see the 
Omniscient Person; because the perception of men of limited vision is of 
three kinds :—(1) Perception through the Senses, (2) Perception through 
the Mind, and (3) the Self-Cognition of all minds and mental phenomena.— 
None of these three kinds of Perception can bring about the Cognition of tlie 
Omniscient Person ; because He does not form an object of such Cognition ; 
(1) Perception through the senses is restricted to the five objects—Colour, 
Odour, Taste, Touch and Sound; hence the mental functions subsisting 
in the ‘ chain ’ of other persons cannot hgure in Perception through the 
Senses.—(2) Nor can the Omniscient Person be the object of Perception 
through the Mind; because the Mind, as such, apprehends only such things 
as have been already apprehended by Perception through the Senses; and 
hence it is, like this latter, restricted to the same objects, Colour and the 
rest.—(3) Nor can He be the object of ‘ Self-cognition’; because this apprehends 
only such mind and mental operations as occur in one’s own * Chain *; and 
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consequently, it cannot apprehend the mind, etc. occurring in other ‘ Chains \ 
or even such mental operations occurring in one^s own ‘ Chain * as are yet to 
come. As regards the Perception by Mystics,—such perception forms the 
subject-matter of dispute; hence the question regarding the Omniscient 
Person being perceived or not perceived by Mystics does not arise at all. 

(2) “ Nor can the Omniscient Person be proved by means of Inference, 
The Buddhists have regarded Inference as based upon three kinds of Indica¬ 
tive (Probans)—[viz. ;—(a) Based on non-apprehension, {b) Based on 
causal relation, and (c) Based on the nature of things], (a) In the present 
instance, what is needed is a positive reason, hence there is no room for 
non-apprehenaion, — (b) Nor is there room for cavsal relation ; because the 
causal relation is always based upon Perception, and no Perception is possible 
of the far off Omniscient Person ; whose causal relation with anything therefore 
is impossible.—(c) As for the nature of things, any Reason based upon that 
also cannot prove the existence of the Omniscient Person; because such a 
Person himself being imperceptible, his nature, which must be inseparable 
from himself, cannot be apprehended ; hence it cannot serve as an Indicative 
which is ‘ perceived ’—^well-known, recognised,—as ‘ being part ’—of the 
' Subject * (Omniscient Person),—^leading to the inference of the Omniscient 
Person. 

Then again, any Reason tliat may be adduced in proof of the existence 
of the Omniscient Person, cannot escape from the three kinds of flaw (fallacy) 
—being ‘ inadmissible ’, ‘ contradictory * and ‘ inconclusive ’. For instance, 
when the Reason is adduced, is it adduced as a property belonging to a 
positive entity ? Or to a negative entity ? Or to both ?—^These are the 
only three alternatives possible.—As regards the Omniscient Person, there 
can be no such ‘ Property belonging to a positive entity ’ as is admitted by 
both parties ; because that positive entity itself (in the shape of the Omniscient 
Person) is yet to be proved;—^if he were admitted, there would be no 
dispute at all; if a party accepts the idea of such a property belonging to 
that entity, how could he not accept the entity itself ? Because the mere 
property cannot exist without its substratum in the shape of the entity.— 
Nor can the Reason proving the Omniscient Person consist of a property 
belonging to a negative entity; because such a Reason would prove the 
non-existence of the entity, and hence it would be ‘ contradictory ’.—^Nor, 
lastly, can the Reason be one that belongs to both; becaiise such a Reason 
would bo ‘ inconclusive ’. How could any Reason which belongs to both 
positive and negative entities serve as proving the existence of an entity,— 
which it could do only if it were insejmrable from the entity, and if it were 
excluded from existence in the Negative Entity, which is present in cases 
where the contrary of the Probandum is present ? 

Thus none of the three kinds of Indicative, as part of the ' Subject 
can bring about the Inference of the Omniscient Person, whose existence, 
therefore, cannot be proved.—(3186) 


The following Text shows that the Omniscient Person cannot be cognised 
by means of the Word :— 
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TEXT (3187). 

** There is no scriptural Declaration affirming an eternal 
Omniscient Person. How can any such Person be proved 
BY A declaration THAT IS ARTIFICIAL AND NOT 
true ? — (3187) 

COMMENTARY. 

That Cognition is ‘ verbal ’ which proceeds from Words, in regard 
to things not in close proximity to the man. It is of two kinds—that pro¬ 
duced by the eternal Word, and that produced by the utterances of men. 
As asserting the existence of the Omniscient Person, there is no eternal 
scriptural Word; hence the former verbal Cognition is not possible in this 
cJlise.—What vre read in the Upani^ads regarding ‘ Him who is truthful in 
word, truthful in volution, truthful in desires—He should be sought after. 
He should be sought to be known ’, and so forth,—all this should be under¬ 
stood to be merely commendatory. 

As regards the human assertion that is quoted, such as—‘ The Blessed 
Lord the Tathdgata, the ArhaU is Truly Enlightened, etc.’,—no reliability 
can attach to such assertions. How then could any reliable information 
be deduced from such an unreliable soiucc ?—(3187) 


The following might be urged—^We do not accept the Omniscient Person 
on the strength of any and every stray assertion; we do so on the strength 
of the assertions of that same Blessed Lord, such as—‘ I am omniscient, 
perceiving all things, there is nothing that is unknown to the Tathagata, 
etc. etc.’. Thus it is on His own word that wo accept His omniscience. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3188). 

“ If the Omniscient Person is recognised as such on the strength 
OF HIS own word,—how COULD THIS BE REGARDED AS ESTAB¬ 
LISHED, IN VIEW OF THE MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE OF 
BOTH i — (3188) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, there would be an objectionable inter¬ 
dependence.—(3188) 


Qiieatian :—^How so ? 
Anavuer :— 
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TEXT (3189). 

“ The ASSERTION IS TRUE BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN MADE BY THE OMNISCIENT 

Person, and such an Omniscient Person exists because 

HE ASSERTS IT. HoW CAN BOTH THESE NOTIONS BE 
established without some other well- 
known basis ? — (3189) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there can be no certainty regarding the reliability 
of his word unless it is recognised that it has been spoken by an Omniscient 
Person; and that the speaker is omniscient is learnt from his own words; 
hence there is clear interdependence. 

‘ Wlthxmt some other ivelhknovm basis ’—^i.e. some other well-known 
reason.—(3189) 


The following might be urged—^The existence of the Omniscient Person 
is accepted on the basis of the words of such men as Shrdvaka- 
AchchhdripiUra (?), who says—‘ This worthy scion of the Skdkya-race is 
omniscient 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (3190). 

“ When people admit op the Omniscient Person on the basis op 

THE baseless ASSERTIONS OF PERSONS WHO ARE NOT OMNISCIENT, 

WHY CANNOT THEY DERIVE THE SAME KNOWLEDGE 
FROM THEIR OWN WORDS ? ”—(3190) 

COMMENTARY. 

The assertion of men whose reliability has not been demonstrated does 
not differ from one’s own assertion ; hence there is no reason why the Buddhists 
should not derive their knowledge of the Omniscient Person from their own 
words. We see no reason—except stupidity—^why they should seek to 
know it from the words of other persons.—(3190) 


The following view might be held—^There have been innumerable 
TcUhdgatas (Enlightened Ones) in the past and they are going to appear in the 
future ; and it is from the words of one of these that we derive the knowledge 
of the omniscience of the other; and that of the omniscience of the former 
from the words of a third, and so forth. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXT (3191). 

“ For the proving op the existence op one Obinisoient Person, it 

WOULD BE NECESSARY TO ASSUME SEVERAL OMNISCIENT PERSONS ; 

AND IF A SINGLE ONE OP THESE HAPPEN TO BE NOT-OMNIS- 
OIBNT, HE WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO RECOGNISE THE 

Omniscient Person.”— (3191) 

COMMENTARY. 

If for the purpose of proving the existence of one Omniscient Person, 
one goes on following up a series of Omniscient Persons, no man with limited 
vision could ever get at certainty regarding the Omniscient Person,—even 
at the end of his whole life ; hence several Omniscient Persons woiild have to 
be assumed. [See Shlokavdrtika 1. 1. 2, 136.]—(3191) 

Then again, we shall lay aside, for the present, the idea that people 
of the present day are incapable of knowing the Omniscient Person as no 
such is present before them; as a matter of fact, even people who lived at 
the same time as that Person could not know him, because they would them¬ 
selves be noUomniscietU ,—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3192-3193). 

“ As A matter of pact, even the contemporaries OP THE Omniscient 
Person could not know hjm as ‘ omniscient as they would 
BE devoid op the KNOWLEDGE OF THE COGNITIONS OP THAT PERSON 
[or, of THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE THINGS COGNISED BY THAT 

Person].—[See Shiokavartika 1. 1. 2, 134]. And if the 
Omniscient Person is not recognised by any one,— 

FOR that man, the ASSERTION OF THAT OMNISCIENT 
Person could not be reliable ; as the very basis 

OF THAT ASSERTION WOULD BE UNKNOWN,—^AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ASSERTION OF OTHER ORDINARY MEN.” 

[See Shlokavdrtika 1,1.2,136,]—(3192-3193) 
COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ tajjMnajMya, etc, etc,' is to be expounded as—‘ they 
are devoid of—^without—that Cognition which has for its object —^i.e. which 
envisages—the Cognitions of the Omniscient Person \—Or as ‘ who are 
devoid of the Cognition of all the things cognised by that Person ’,—because 
he is himself rujit omniscient. 

By merely looking at the body, one does not conclude that ‘ he is omnis¬ 
cient ’; because such conclusion must be accompanied by the recognition 
of the presence of exceptional knowledge (in the Person); this * exceptional 
knowledge *, in order to be able to prove omniscience, must envisage aU 
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things; and this fact of the Cognition envisaging all things cannot be 
recognised unless the things comprehended by that Cognition are known; 
for instance, the Cognition of the * man with the stick * is not possible unless 
one knows the stick. —^This argument may be formulated as follows :—^When 
the Cognition of one thing forms the necessary adjunct of the Cognition of 
another thing, there can be no Cognition of the latter thing without the 
Cognition of the former thing;—e.g. the Cognition of the stick being the 
necessary adjunct of the Cognition of the man with the stick, there is no Cogni¬ 
tion of the man vnth the stick unless there is Cognition of the stick; —^the 
Cognition of things cognised by the Omniscient Person, which is the necessary 
adjunct of the Cognition of the Omniscient Person himself, is not possible 
for men of limited vision; hence there is non-apprehension of the more- 
extensive character (which implies the absence of the less extensive); because 
the Cognition of the neceasary adjunct is more extensive (wider) than the 
Cognition of that to which the said adjunct belongs; and the former is 
absent in the case in question. 

Thus then, even in the case of a man contemporaneous with the Omnis¬ 
cient Person, unless such a man is himself omniscient, he cannot know the 
Omniscient Person; so that for such a man, even the assertions of Omnis¬ 
cient Persons would be of doubtful veracity and hence unreliable; as the 
basis of it—^the grounds of certainty regarding reliability, in the shape of the 
definite cognition of the Cognitions of the Omniscient Person,—^would be 
absent, 

‘ As in the cxise of the assertion of ordinary men *—i.o. of the assertion of 
common people.—(3192-3193) 

The following view might be put forward:—^Without any effort the 
Omniscient Person makes his omniscience known to his disciples by attracting 
their minds through His unfailing knowledge of their character and the 
workings of their mind. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXTS (3194-3195). 

“ Even if a person were to comprehend the things known to all 
HIS disciples, he would not be ‘ omniscient ’; as he would be 

DEVOID OP THE COMPREHENSION OF THE THINGS KNOWN TO 
PEOPLE OTHER THAN THOSE DISCIPLES.—^NOR IS IT POSSIBLE 
TO COMPREHEND ALL THE THINGS COGNISED BY ALL 
MEN ; AS THERE CAN BE NO COMING TOGETHER OF 
MEN OF THE PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, 

INHABITING ALL THE THREE REGIONS 

OP THE World.’*— (3194-3195) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the man who knew only those things that were known to the 
people contemporaneous with, and in close proximity to, himself,—he could 
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not be ‘ omniscient ’; as he would have no knowledge of things known to 
persons other than those, who may be contemporaneous with him, but not 
in close proximity to him. By knowing only a part, one does not know the 
whole ; if he did, there would be an absurdity. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible to comprehend even all those 
things that may be known to all his contemporaries who may be in close 
proximity to him. Because there can be no comprehension of what is far 
off and what is known to people having no connection with him. 

The following might be urged—^It may be that all men approach the 
TafMgata simultaneously,—and whatever questions they put, He answers 
them all,—so that the people do come to know what is known to that 
Omniscient Person. 

The answer to this is that—‘ there can be no coming together^ etc, etc ,'"— 
nowhere is it possible to bring together men of the past, present and future, 
—or those inhabiting the regions of Heaven, the Nether World and the World 
of Mortal Beings. 

Or, the three * regions ’ may be taken as standing for the ‘ Imaginary ’, 
‘ Objective ’ and ‘ Subjective * Regions.—(3194-3105) 


The following might be urged—^If the Omniscient Person did not possess 
the power to know the things known to all men,—how could He have 
the power of comprehending even some of those things ? And yet He did 
have the power to comprehend some of those things; hence we conclude 
that He did possess the power to know all things. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3196-31&8). 

“ A MAN WHO KNOWS LITTLE CAN DELUDE A FEW MEN, TO THE EXTENT 
THAT, HAVING THEIR MIND DELUDED BY DEVOTION, THEY COME TO 
ACCEPT HIM AS OMNISCIENT. THROUGH THE ART OF CHIROMANCY, 
SOME PEOPLE ARE ABLE TO ENOW WHAT HAS BEEN EATEN, WHAT IS 
BEING THOUGHT OF, WHAT LIES WITHIN A MAN'S FIST AND SO 
FORTH,—THOUGH THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY KNOW¬ 
LEDGE OF Dharrm and cognate matters. Similarly, 

PEOPLE EXPERT IN THE ARTS OF ILLUSION, MAGIC, ETC. 

DECEIVE AN IGNORANT MAN ;—^BY WHICH THEY APPEAR 
TO BE OMNISCIENT.”— (3196-3198) 

COMMENTARY. 

By knowing only a few supersensuous things, a man cannot be regarded 
as possessing knowledge of Dharma and Adharma —^because such a reasoning 
would be inconclusive in view of the case of men expert in chiromancy, magic 
and so forth. For instance ,by the use of certain incantations and medicinal 
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herbs, people are found to comprehend rightly the food a man has eaten, the 
thing he has thought of in his mind, the thing lying in his closed fist ; and 
yet merely by this, they do not become persons conversant with such things 
a*s Dharma and Adharma, For instance, some people who are expert in 
magic are able to show to people strange gardens, flying cars, celestial damsels, 
and heavenly beings in the sky. Hence in view of all this, the reason adduced 
must be rejected as ‘ Inconclusive —(3106-»3198) 

Says the Opponent—^In the Itihdaaa and Ptird^ias, Brahmfi and other 
Beings have been described as omniacient ; as we read there of Brahma’s 
knowledge and dispassion being ^ unobstructed How then can it be said 
that the existence of the Omniscient Person is not vouched for by the Scrip¬ 
tural Word ? 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3199-3201). 

“ The DESCRIPTION THAT WE MEET WITH IN IHhdSOS AND Purd^OS OF 

Brahma being omniscient and op his knowledge and dispassion 

AS UNTRAMMELLED,—ALL THIS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE 
FIGURATIVE SENSE,—^LIKE THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATIONS 

RELATING TO MautrCLS ,—Or, THE ‘ UNTRAMMELLED KNOW¬ 
LEDGE ’ THAT IS SPOKEN MAY BE TAKEN AS REFERRING TO THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF dharma and other matters relating 
TO the particular context ;—what IS meant IS that 
HIS KNOWLEDGE OF SUCH THINGS AS ‘ DUTY 

‘ Property ‘ Pleasure ’ and ‘ Liberation is 
‘untrammelled’; it cannot refer to all 
(3199-3201) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, in regard to Vedic Mantras there are Commendatory Declarations, 
so in the Itihdaa and Ptirdmi, the assertion of the omniscience of Brahma 
and other Beings, should be taken as Commendatory Declarations. When 
a set of words directly expressing one thing is taken as expressing something 
else, it is called * arthavdda ’, ‘ Figurative or Commendatory Declaration 

Or the meaning may be that the knowledge of Brahma is untrammelled 
so far as the things spoken of in the Itihdaa and Parana are concerned,— 
such as Duty, Property, Pleasme and Liberation; and it does not refer to 
the knowledge of all thinga, —(3199-3201) 

Qusatian :—^If the knowledge of BrahmA relating to other things were 
* trammelled ’ (obstructed),—^then how could it be called ‘ untrammelled ’ ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3202). 

“ Beirvg urUrammelled does not mean that it envisages all things ; it 
may be called ‘ untrammelled ’ WHEN IT IS SO ONLY IN 
RELATION TO ITS OWN PARTICULAR OBJECT.”— (3202) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —^If that is so, then so far as the particular object of a Cognition 
is concerned, the Cognition of all men is ‘ untrammelled ’; what peculiarity 
then would there be in the Cognition of Brahma that it alone should be specially 
called ‘ untrammelled ’ ? 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3203-3204). 

“ That is so because it is only the Cognition of Dharma, etc. that 

IS FRUITFUL ; NO USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED BY THE COGNITION 
OF SUCH ORDINARY THINGS AS THE Tree AND THE LIKE.—^ThUS 
THEN, INASMUCH AS THIS WHOLE FRUITFUL COGNITION IS 
NOT OBSTRUCTED, IT IS CALLED ‘ UNTRAMMELLED — 

(3203-3204) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is the explanation given:—^As regards Dharma and other matters 
useful for man, it is the knowledge of Brahma alone that is untrammelled ,— 
not of others. That is the reason why the knowledge of Brahma alone— 
not others,—^has been called * untrammelled *, by reason of its not being 
obstructed in relation to its own objective. 

‘ Aupayika-jftdna ’—^Tho knowledge of such useful matters as Dharma 
and the rest. 

‘ Ydvat* —whole. This qualifies 'jhdnam', ‘knowledge’.—(3203-3204) 
The following Text offers another explanation:— 


TEXT (3206). 

“ Or, the KNOWLEDGE SPOKEN OF MAY BE THAT OF HiS OWN ‘ SELF ’ 
—BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PRACTICE OF MEDITATION ; AS SUCH 
KNOWLEDGE WOULD NEVER BE OBSTRUCTED, IT IS 
SPOKEN OP AS ‘ UNTRAMMELLED — (3206) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Self ’——Spirit. 

‘ Tasya ’—the knowledge of that same self. —(3205) 
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QvMtion :—^In ooimeotion with God, we read of * ten imperishable 
qualities in the shape of knowledge and the rest; and if He is equipped 
with these imperishable qualities, why cannot He be regarded as ommacient ? 
^neti;er;— 


TEXT (3206). 

“ When Shaiihara is spoken op as equipped v^th ‘ ten impbbishable 

QUALITIES ’ IN THE SHAPE OF KNOWLEDGE, DiSPASSION, 
SUPBEME POWBB AND SO FOBTH,—^Hb ALSO IS 
‘ POSSESSED OF KNOWLEDGE ’ ONLY IN THE 
SENSE OF KNOWING HiS OWN SELF.** 

—(3206) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Knowledge ^—^recognition of truth ;—^ Diapctssion ^—detachment from 
objects ;—‘ Stipreme Power ’—of eight kinds, ‘ Smallness ’, ‘ Lightness ’, 
‘ Greatness ’, ‘ Attainment ‘ Capacity for Enjoyment ’, * Power ’, ‘ Control ’, 
‘ Freedom of Movement ’;—these ten qualities belong to God, in their im¬ 
perishable form. 

' SrnaUmaa ^—^is that quality by virtue of which having assumed a 
subtle body, one becomes capable of going to happy regions, being unseen 
by people, 

‘ Lightn^aa *—by virtue of which one moves about like Air. 

‘ GrecUnesa ’—by virtue of which one is respected among all men, 
honoured and worshipped as the greatest of the great. 

‘ Attainment ’—^by virtue of which one gets whatever he thinks of. 

‘ Capacity for Enjoyment ’—by virtue of which one, when having strong 
desires, is capable of satisfying them and enjoying things. 

‘ Power ’—^by virtue of which one becomes the master of the Three 
Regions. 

* Control ’—by virtue of which one brings under his control all beings 
moveable and immoveable,—^and becomes master of them. 

‘ Freedom of Movement ’—by virtue of which one is able to live in all 
regions,—of Brahmfi,, of Prajapati, of Devaa, of Qandharrxia, of Yak^a^ of 
Rdkgaaaa^ of Pitra, of PisMchaa^ of human beings, of lower animals and other 
places. 

‘ Only in the aenae of Hia knowing Hia own 8elf\ —^It is on account of 
knowing His own self that He is ‘ equipped with knowledge ’,—^not because 
He knows all thinga, —(3206) 


QiMation :—How is it that, though knowing only a part of things, 
Shankara alone—and no one else—^is spoken of as ‘ equipped with knowledge ’ ? 
;— 
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TEXT (3207). 

“ His knowledge consists only in the direct perception op His 

PURE Self ; when the source op that knowledge is not 

PURE, THE KNOWLEDGE ITSELF IS CALLED 

‘ Ignorance —(8207) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Pure * qualifies the ‘ Self ’;—^the perception of this. 

‘ Its basis ’—the basis of the perception of the pure self.—^What is that 
basw ?—^^rhe Self itself.—^When this Self is not-pure, then the ‘ perception of 
the Self * that appears is called ‘ no knowledge *, ‘ Ignorance ’ ; because it is 
of a low order.—(3207) 

Says the Opponent:—^If you admit that it is possible for Brahma and 
others to acquire pure knowledge through the practice of Meditation,—^then, 
why should there be hostility towards Buddha and others,—-by virtue of 
which the knowledge of these latter is not held to be ‘ untrammelled ’ and 
‘ pure ’ ? 

In anticipation of this, the Vedic Scholar presents another view and 
thereby shows the difference between Brahma and the others :— 

TEXTS (3208-3209). 

It may be THAT Brahma, Vi^u and Maheshvara are embodiments 
OF the Veda, and as the Veda consists in the knowledge of 

ALL things, these ARE OMNISCIENT ; BUT HOW COULD THAT 
APPLY TO Man ? Where, on one side are the mortal 
MEN, Buddha and the rest,—^and where on the 

OTHER, ARE THE SAID THREE SUPERIOR DeITIBS ? 

Hence the idea that the former, in 
rivalry to the latter, are also omnis- 
CTENT,—is sheer DELUSION.''— 

(3208-3209) 

COMMENTARY. 

As the Veda forms their very self, they are called ‘ embodiments of the 
Veda\ 

The Veda ‘ consists in the knowledge of all things * because it is the Means 
of obtaining the knowledge of all things. 

What is meant is as follows ;— 

In the case of Brahmd, etc. also, the * untrammelled knowledge’ of Dharma, 
etc. does not come about independently; it comes only through the Veda.— 
This however you do not admit in the case of Buddha, etc., whose knowledge 
is held to be dependent upon themselves,—^Further, in the case of Brdhmd, etc. 
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it is only possible that there should be pure knowledge through the Practice 
of Meditation; because being Deities, they are superior to all Persons; and also 
because they are named in the Veda. In the case of a human being, on the 
other hand, there is no possibility of any such capacity; as his character is 
quite the reverse. Hence the idea that human beings also are omniscient is 
sheer delusion ;—i.e. this is mere deluded fancy on your part.—(3208-3209) 

The following might be urged—^If Brahma^ etc. are named in the Veda, 
then, why should not the Veda be regarded as non-eternaU on account of 
its connection with non-eternal things ? If the Vedas are held to be eternal, 
then the idea that BrahmA, etc. are spoken of in the eternal Veda is incon¬ 
gruous, as the said Brahma^ etc. are not-eternal. If there is no incongruity 
in this, then there can be no incongruity in Buddha, etc, also being mentioned 
in the Veda. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (3210). 

“ There is mention of the three Deities, BrahmI, etc., in the 
Veda, which is eternal ; and yet the etbrnality of the 
Vedas does not become impaired ; because BrahmI 

AND THE REST ARE THEMSELVES ETERNAL.'' 

—(3210) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tannityatvat *—on account of the eternality of Brahma and the other 
Deities.— (3210) 

The same idea is further clarified in the following - 

TEXTS (3211-3212). 

“ They are equipped with eternal qualities and eternal func¬ 
tions ; HENCE THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THESE BEING MEN¬ 
TIONED IN THE ETERNAL VeDA.—On THE OTHER HAND, BvMha, 

ETC. ARE PERISHABLE BEINGS, HENCE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
FOR THEM TO BE MENTIONED IN THB ETERNAL SCRIP¬ 
TURE. And WHEN THE SCRIPTURE IS HELD TO BE 
ETERNAL, THE ASSUMING OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is entirely futile.”— (3211- 
3212) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ To he mentioned in the eternal scripture ’—Because, if they were so 
capable, the relationship between the Word and its meaning would have to 
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be regarded as ephemeral, not-eternal; because the other party does not 
admit of an eternal scripture;—and because, if they did admit of it, the 
postulating of the Omniscient Person would be entirely futile.—(3211-3212) 

The same idea is further explained:— 

TEXTS (3213-3214). 

“ Bather than admit the idea of the scripture indicating the 
Omniscient Person, it is far better to accept the idea that it 

indicates Dharrm , Because the clear knowledge of 
Dharma (directly from the Veda) is superior to the 
UNCLEAR knowledge DERIVED INDIRECTLY THROUGH 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
MENTIONED IN THE VeDA.—^ThUS IT CANNOT 
BE MAINTAINED THAT THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is spoken of in the scrip¬ 
tures.”— (3213-3214) 

COMMENTARY. 

Rather than entertain the idea that the Eternal Scripture mentions the 
Omniscient Person, it is better to accept the idea that Dharma is taught by 
that Scripture. 

Qiisstian : —^In what way is it better ? 

Answer:—* Because the clear knowledge^ etc. etc.' —^The knowledge of Dharma 
derived from the Veda is clear and direct; because the light emanating 
therefrom is equally available for all things. On the other hand, the Dharma 
learnt through the knowledge of the Omniscient Person mentioned in the 
Scripture is indirect and indistinct; because the said Person has retired into 
Nirva/na and cannot be clearly perceptible. Even when He had not retired 
into Nirvana, He would have no desires, and hence could not impart any 
teachings. Even if He did impart teachings, these could not be heard by all 
men at all times and places.—(3213-3214) 

The following Text shows tliat the Omniscient Person cannot be vouched 
for by ‘ Analogy ’:— 

TEXT (3215). 

“ If any person similar to the Omniscient Person were seen at 

THE present time, THEN ALONE COULD THE EXISTENCE OF 
THE Omniscient Person be cognised on the 
STRENGTH OF ANALOGY.”— (3216) 

COMMENTARY. 

Analogy, as a Means of Cognition—based upon similarity and its adjuncts, 
—envisages the far off things, and is invariably concomitant with the Cogni- 
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tion of a similar thing; for example, there is remembrance of the Cow through 
the perception of the Qavaya ;—it is not possible for any one to perceive at 
the present time any person similar to the Omniscient Person ;—Whence, on 
account of the similar thing not being perceptible, Analogy cannot be operative 
in the case in question. 

This argument may be formulated as follows :—^When any object similar 
to an object is not perceptible, the latter cannot be amenable to Analogy,— 
e,g. the Son of the Barren Woman;—^any person similar to the Omniscient 
Person is not perceptible;—so there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character.—(3216) 

Further, it is not only that the knowledge of the Omniscient Person 
cannot be derived from Analogy; on the contrary, it would be right for all 
men to deduce, from Analogy, the fact that there can be no Omniscient 
Person. 

This is what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (3216). 

“ Finding that all men of the present time are not Omniscient, 
—the certainty is derived from Analogy based upon this 
similarity, that all other men (of the past and the 
future) could not be Omniscient.'’— (3216) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to show that the Omniscient Person cannot be known through 
Presumption, the Vaidika puts forward the view of the other party ;— 


TEXTS (3217-3218). 

“ Some one may accept the Omniscient Person on the following 
grounds : (A) ‘ The teachings of Buddha relating to Dharma 
and Adfmrma cannot be explained, if there be no Omnis¬ 
cient Person ;—thus from Presu7nj)tion, one can admit 
the Omniscient Person,—even though it has 
BEEN shown that PERCEPTION AND THE OTHER 
MEANS OF Cognition are not capable of 

AFFORDING THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SAID 

Person (3217-3218) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘The teachings of Buddha and others that are met with caimot be 
explained, except on the presunyption of His omniscience;—i.e. if Dharma 
and all such things were not known to Him. Hence, even though Perception, 
etc. have been denied, as vouching for the existence of the Omniscient Person, 
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yet through Presumption it becomes established that the Omniscient Person 
does exist \ 

If any one holds this view, then he miderstands things wrongly. This 
is what is meant.—(3217-3218) 

The following Texts show that the argument put forward just now may 
be regarded as Inference ; it need not be taken as Presumption :— 

TEXTS (3219-3221). 

“'(B) Or, this argument in support of the existence of the 
Omniscient Person may be stated in the form of the following 
Inference of the Sdmdnyatodffta kind (difference, from the 
Universal to the Particular) :—In every other case Teach¬ 
ing is found to be preceded by the knowledge of the thing 

TAUGHT, AND WHEREVER THERE IS TEACHING, IT IS ALWAYS 
PRECEDED BY THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SUBJECT TAUGHT ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE POTENCIES OP Haritaki 
AND SUCH THINGS ;—THE TEACHING OF Dharma and 

Adharma has been given by Buddha ;—whence it is 

INFERRED THAT THE TEACHING MUST HAVE BEEN 
PRECEDED BY A KNOWLEDGE OF THOSE 
MATTERS. ’’— (3219-3221 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The special mention of the ‘ Sdmanyatodr^ta ’ Inference (from the Uni¬ 
versal Premiss) implies the impossibility of the Particular Premiss ; as a matter 
of fact, it is only when the relation between the particular Probans and the 
particular Subject has been perceived, that, at a later time, the same Probans 
is made to yield an Inference that sets aside all doubts on the point; and it 
is this Inference that is called ' Vishe^atodf^ta * (based on a particular Premiss). 
As a matter of fact, no relationship has been perceived between the Omniscient 
Person and the Teaching of Dharma, etc.; hence this can be an instance of 
Inference from a Universal Premiss only. For instance, it has been found 
as a universal truth that in any one ‘ chain the Teaching is always preceded 
by knowledge; hence just as in the case of Devadatta, it having been found 
that his change of plac*^ is preceded by movement, so in the case of the sun, 
the change of place leads to the inference of its movement;—^in the same 
manner, from the fact that Buddha imparted teachings relating to Dharma, 
it is inferred that He possessed the knowledge of Dharma. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—Every Teaching is 
preceded by the Teacher’s knowledge of what is taught;—e.g. the teachings 
relating to the potencies of the HantaH ;—Buddha’s teaching of Dharma 
is Teaching; hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.— 
(3219-3221) 


The Mimdmsaka^s answer to the above is as follows :— 



EXAMINATION OF THE 'PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION’. 1429 


TEXTS (3222-3223). 

“ As THE FACT IS CAPABLE OF ANOTHER EXPLANATION, THE PRESUMPTION 
(PUT FORWARD) HAS NO EFFICACY (iN PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF 

THE Omniscient Person). For the same reason, the 
Inference that has been put forward is not valid. 

For instance, the fact of BvMha and others 
HAVING TAUGHT Dharma , etc. can be explained 
IN ANOTHER WAY—^FOR INSTANCE, AS BEING 
DUE TO DREAMS, OR TO DELUSION, OR TO 
THE Veda itself, or to wrong 
TEACHING.”— (3222-3223) 

COMMENTARY. 

Teaching by people may be due to delusion and other causes also;— 
hence both, the Presumption and the Inference cited, are inconclusive. 

Question : —How can it be otherwise explained ? 

Ansiuer :—‘ To dreams, etc, etcJ* —as declared in Shabara's Bhd^a 
(1. 1. 2.)—‘Teaching proceeds from delusion also; and when there is no 
Delusion it proceeds from the Veda also *.—^Teaching proceeding from 
DelvLsion is found in cases where things dreamt of are taught; and that 
proceeding from the Veda is found in the case of the teachings of Manu 
and others.—(3222-3223) 

As regards SugcUa and others, who are ignorant of the Veda,—their 
teachings might have proceeded from sheer Delusion;—for the purpose of 
deceiving people. 

This is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3224-3225). 

“ Those who are ignorant of the Veda cannot have their teach¬ 
ing BASED UPON THE VeDA ; IT CAN PROCEED FROM DELUSION ONLY. 

In the world the teachings that are propounded by 

WICKED TEACHERS ARE NOT BASED UPON THE VeDA ; THEY 
PROCEED EITHER FROM DELUSION OR FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF DUPING THE DISCIPLES.”— (3224-3225) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Ataddshraydt ’—not based on the Veda.—(3224-3225) 

Qu/estum :—^How is it known that the teaching of Buddha does not 
proceed on the basis of the Veda ? 

Answer :— 

44 
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TEXTS (3226-3227). 

" If the teaching of Buddha had been based upon the Veda, it 

WOULD HAVE BEEN IBfPABTED TO ONLY SUCH PERSONS AS WERE 
VEDIO scholars,— nJUST LIKE THE TEACHINGS OF MaUU AND 
OTHERS. As A MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, BuDDHA’s 
TEACHINGS ARE FOUND TO HAVE BEEN IMPARTED TO 
IGNORANT PERSONS AND ShUdroa ; HENCE IT 
MUST BE DEFECTIVE AND ILLUSORY, LIKE 
THE MAKING OF COUNTERFEIT COINS.*'— 

(3226-3227) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Buddha’s teachings regarding Dharma had been based upon the 
Veda, then, He would have imparted them,—^like Manu and other teachers— 
to learned Brahmaraa ; as a matter of fact, however they were imparted— 
not to Brdhrmiiaa^ but to the ignorant ShOdras ; hence we conclude that the 
teaching must be ‘ iUuaory *—false, just like the making of counterfeit coins. 
-(3226-3227) 


As regards Manu and others, these were learned in the Veda; hence 
their teachings regarding Dharma, etc. are all based upon the Veda,—^they 
are not independent of it.—^This is pointed out in the following;— 


TEXT (3228). 

“ As REGARDS ManU AND OTHERS, WHO ARE WELL-KNOWN AMONG VeDIC 
Scholars, and whose compilations are accepted by Vbdic 
Scholars,—their assertions have their source 
IN THE Veda.”— (3228) 

COMMENTARY. 

The tree Vedas,— Yaju^ and Saman —are called ‘ Trayl \ ‘ Triad ’. 
those who know these cure ‘ Traylvid ’, ‘ Vedic scholars *— Br&hmaiiMe. 

These Teachers are such as have their compilations accepted by Vedic 
scholars. 

The reason for this acceptance is stated—‘ T?ieir aaaertiana proceed from 
the Veda *. They are persons whose assertions have their source in the 
Veda.—(3228) 

Question :—^How is this also known ? 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3229). 

IT IS NOT CONOBIVABLB THAT THESE TeAOHBBS SHOULD HAVE COMPILED 

THEIR WORKS AND THEN IMPARTED THEM TO OTHERS,—^WITHOUT 
HAVING FOUND, OR SHOWED TO THE PUPILS, THE 
ORIGINAL VeDIO TEXTS.’*— (3229) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Imparted *—^Taught. 

Thus, it having been found that the Omniscient Person cannot fall 
within the scope of any of the five Means of Knowledge,—^it follows that he 
must fall within that of the sixth, Non-apprehension, Negation. Hence the 
Reason that ‘ he is envisaged by Negation * becomes established.—^That this 
Reason is not Inconclusive has been already shown above; that this is so is 
proved by the fact that the regarding of the Person as non-existent cannot 
have any other cause.—(3229) 

Some people have held the following opinion :—^We do not seek to single 
out any particular person as being omniscient ; all that we seek to prove is 
the possibility of there being such a Person; our idea being that there is 
some one who is omniscient,—or that omniscience does exist in some person— 
as can be deduced from the fact that there are ascending grades of wisdom. 

The answer to these is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3230-3231). 

“ Ip proofs were adduced to prove that ‘ there is some one who is 

OMNISCIENT OR THAT ‘ THERE IS OMNISCIENCE IN SOME MAN *,— 

THEN THAT WOULD FALL SHORT OP YOUR PROPOSITION. In 
FACT THESE ASSERTIONS DO NOT REPRESENT WHAT IS MEANT 
TO BE PROVED. ThERE IS NO PURPOSE IN PROVING 
WHAT IS ASSERTED IN THE ABOVE FORM.”— 

(3230-3231) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that the Reason adduced by the Buddhist 
is Inconclusive; the MlmSmsalca therefore proceeds to point out the defects 
in his * subject ’ (Proposition). 

What the Buddhist wishes to prove is the omniscience of his own Teacher, 
—^not merely Omniscience in general. Because, when the Omniscient 
Person is sought for by the intelligent man,—^it cannot be for mere fun. 
The man seeking for Him does so with the idea that—‘ From His woids I 
shall find out what Dharma and Adharma are and regulate my activity or 
inactivity accordingly*. Even if the existence of the Omniscient Person 
in general were proved, it could have no effect upon the activity of the 
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man; because there can be no conviction regarding the words of such a 
Person until a particular person had been found to be really such. Hence 
it is the particular Omniscient Person whose existence should be proved by 
one who wishes to regulate his activity. Thus therefore the general assertion 
would be far short of the Proposition. 

* Wh(U is meant to he proved *—^i.e. the fact that one wishes to establish. 

‘ Sdff^ ’—i.e. the particular Omniscient Person, in the person of yotu* own 

Teacher. 

* Anaya *—the Proposition now put forward. 

‘ What is asserted *—i.e. the vague statement that ‘ some Omniscient 
Person exists ’ or ^ omniscience belongs to some one —without reference to 
any particular person. By the proving of such a Proposition, no useful 
purpose would be served.—(3230-3231) 

Question :—How so ? 

Anstver :— 


TEXT (3232). 

“ By proving some Omniscient Person in general, you cannot get 

AT THAT PARTICULAR PERSON WHOSE OMNISCIENCE YOU ARE 
ASSERTING FOB THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING THE 
TRUTHFULNESS OF HIS WORD.^'— (3232) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—Why cannot such a Person be got at ? 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3233). 

‘‘ So LONG AS Buddha is not proved to be omniscient, His Words 

REMAIN FALSE (UNRELIABLE). HoW CAN THE TRUTHFULNESS 

OF Buddha be established by the proving of some 
Omniscient Person in general ? *’— (3233) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because so long as the Omniscience of Buddha himself is not proved, 
there can be no certainty regarding the truthfulness of His Word.—On the 
proving of some Omniscient Person in general, the truthfulness of Buddha's 
words does not become established. Because the requisite Invariable 
Concomitance is not there.—-(3233) 


The same idea is further elucidated:— 
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TEXT (3234). 

‘‘ The omniscience of one Person cannot establish the truthful¬ 
ness OF the word of another Person. It is only when the 
two are co-substrate—THAT THEY SUPPORT ONE 
another.”— (3234) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question : —When is there invariable concomitance between the two 
(Omniscience and Truthfulness) ? 

Anstser :—‘ It is only, etc. etc *—‘ Co-svbstraJtes ’—subsisting in the same 
Person.—‘ Tayoh ’—^between ‘ omniscience ’ and ‘ truthfulness of word ’.— 
‘ Support *—signifies causal relation. 

What is meant is as follows:—^It is only when the two reside in the 
same Person that Omniscience can be the reason for truthfulness ; not other¬ 
wise. If it were not so, there would be incongruities.—(3234) 


The following Texts show that these same arguments serve to reject the 
argument that other people have put forward in support of the existence of 
the Omniscient Person :— 


TEXTS (3236-3237). 

“ [The argument put forward is]—‘ All the things that there 
abb in this world must be perceptible to some Person,—because 
THEY are entities, COGNISABLE AND KNOWABLE,—^LIKE THE CURD, 
Colour, Taste and other things —^Inasmuch as mere 

KNOWLEDGE IS MENTIONED, IT FALLS SHORT OF THE ORIGINAL 

Proposition (of the Buddhist) ; so that the ‘ Omniscient 
Person ’ whose existence is desired to be proved 
DOES not become ESTABLISHED IN THIS MANNER.—^If 
SOME Person other than Buddha had become omnis¬ 
cient, OF WHAT USE COULD THIS KNOWLEDGE BE 
IN THE PROVING OF THE RELIABILITY OF THE WORDS 

OF Buddha ? ”-(3235-3237) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Whatever is endowed with cognisabilUy, knowahilUy and the character 
of being an entity, must be perceptible to some person,—e.g. the Curd, Colour, 
Taste and so forth,—all things have the said characters of knowabUity, etc,; 
—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things.* 

Here also, as before, it has to be pointed out that the conclusion falls 
far short of the desired Proposition, and the Reason is Inconclusive. 
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Thus then, it is not possible to prove the existence of the Omniscient 
Person, either in general or in partiaUar, Hence it becomes established 
that there can be no Omniscient Person. And when there is no Omniscient 
Person, there can be no words of such a Person; consequently no man can 
undertake an activity through such words.—(3236-3237) 

Or, there may be an Omniscient Person; even so, there can be no ‘ words ’ 
(* assertion ’) uttered by Him,—on which your activities could be based.— 
This is shown in the following:— 


TEXTS (3238-3239). 

“ When He occupies the Ten Stages, and all His Attachment and 

OTHER DEFECTS HAVE CEASED, THEN ALONE He CAN APPREHEND ALL 
THINGS, THROUGH HiS KNOWLEDGE WHICH IS LIKE PURE CRYSTAL. 

When rapt in Meditation, His mind concentrated on 

THE IDEA OF ALL THINGS, He WOULD BE PERVADED 
BY ALL THINGS ; AND WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO 
IMPART ANY TBACHINOS.”— (3238-3239) 

COMMENTARY. 

Standing upon the Ten Stages, all imposities of Attachment, etc. having 
disappeared. His Knowledge becomes like the pure crystal, whereby all 
cognisable things become apprehended ;—such is your explanation. 

Now, at this stage. His mind would be concentrated—^being intent upon 
the idea of all things; so that He could not be in a position to propound 
any techaings relating particularly to Dhanna ; being unable to perform all 
these functions all at once.—(3238-3230) 

It might be said that “ He would impart the teaching on waking from 
Meditation 

The answer to that is as follows :— 


TEXT (3240). 

“At the time that He would teach some one thing, like any 

ORDINARY SPEAKER,—IT WOULD BE THE ASSERTION OP A MAN 
WITH PARTIAL KNOWLEDGE, NOT THAT OP AN 

Omniscient Person.”— (3240) 

COMMENTARY. 

'.. Asa matter of fact. Speaking can never proceed without some Cognition; 
hence when He would teach Dharma^ He could do so only when His mind 
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would be in the conceptual state ; and in this state there is no difference 
between the child and the wise man; so that He would be fwt-onvniscientf 
and His assertion would not be the assertion of the Omniscient Person.— 
(3240) 

The following might be urged—He does not actually teach anything 
at all; as He is always rapt in non-concepittal (indeterminate Abstract) 
Communion; what happens is that, under His supervision, there become 
revealed the teachings relating to the various forms of Dhartna^ in the shape 
of the ideas of things. This has been thus declared—* During the night 
that Buddha became enlightened, and when He reached Parinvrvdifia ^—^at 
that time, not a single syllable was uttered by Him, nor was anything said ; 
—^why ?—^because Buddha is ever rapt in Communion ; what happens however 
is that His disciples, who can grasp only teachings expressed in spoken 
words, hear sounds proceeding from the mouth of Buddha, like that of wool 
issuing out of the u^iaA^ (turban ?) *. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3241-3243). 

‘‘ The FOLLOWING ASSERTIONS HAVE BEEN MADE (BY BtJDDHISTS)—W hBN 

BvMha IS RAPT IN Communion, and stands unruffled like the 
Chintd^jewel, —teachings issue forth, freely, from even the 
walls ; AND WITH THE HELP OF THESE, MEN COME TO KNOW ALL 
THAT THEY WANT TO KNOW ; AND THUS THEY QUICKLY SECURE 
ALL THAT IS GOOD FOR THEM*.—SuCH ASSERTIONS SOUND 
WELL ONLY WHBN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED WITH 
FAITH ; WE HOWEVER ABB WANTING IN THAT FAITH, AND 
HENCE ASK FOB REASONS.”— (3241-3243) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Chintd-ratna ’ is the Chintdmanif a gem believed to provide all that 
one desires. 

The upshot of the whole is as follows ;—^An assertion like the one just 
made, without any reasons in support, soimd well only when addressed to the 
faithful; people like us, however, admit of only such things as can be 
supported by reasons, and hence Reeison is what we ask for; how then can 
we accept such assertions wholly unsupported by reasons ?—(3241-3243) 


Then again, the assumption put foiward may be true ; even so, as regards 
the teachings issuing forth from the walls, there would always be a doubt 
as to their proceeding under the supervision of the Omniscient One; hence 
intelligent enquirers cannot rightly believe them to be true and reliable.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following:— 



1436 


tattvasa&obaha: ohaptidb xxvi. 


TEXTS (3244-3246). 

“ Teaohixos issuing fbom the wauls could not be accepted as 

TAUGHT BY A RELIABLE PERSON. In PACT, THEBE WOULD BE NO CON¬ 
FIDENCE IN THEM,—^IT BEING DOUBTFUL BY WHOM THEY HAVE BEEN 
PROPOUNDED—HAVE THEY BEEN PROPOUNDED BY Bvddha, OB BY 
DEOEITFTTL Brohma'^aa, PUT forward in joke, by means op 

WORDS BEABINO THE SEMBLANCE OF THE WORDS (OF BUDDHA), 

—OR BY PETTY UNSEEN ELEMENTALS AND OTHERS.—^FOB 
THESE REASONS, PEOPLE WHO REGARD THEMSELVES AS 
WISE SHOULD PLACE NO CONFIDENOE IN SUCH 

TEACHINGS.”— (3244-3246) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this is easily comprehensible.—(3244-.3246) 

So far the Author has set forth arguments, from Kumdrila’a point of 
view, against the Buddhist view that there are Omniscient Persons.—^He 
now sets forth arguments adduced by the two writers, SSmata and Yajfiafa, 
against the idea of the Omniscient Person :— 


TEXTS (3247-3261) 

“ Thus then, thebe is no room fob the omniscience of men. We 

NOW PROCEED TO CONSIDER WHY THE OMNISCIENT PERSON HAS 
BEEN POSTULATED ?—^YoiTB OMNISCIENT PERSON—^DOES Hb APPRE¬ 
HEND ALL THINGS BY A SINGLE COGNITION ? Ob BY SEVERAL 
Cognitions ? And then, dobs he apprehend them all at once ? 
Ob in succession—^noticing only the more important things ? 
In no case has it been seen that a single Cognition appre¬ 
hends such contradictory things as pure and impure and so 
forth ; nob have .several divergent Cognitions been found 

TO APPEAR AT ONE AND THE .SAME TIME.—WhO TOO IS THERE WHO 
COULD APPREHEND, EVEN IN HUNDREDS OP YEARS, BACH OF THE 
ENDLESS NUMBER OF THINGS, PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE ?—EVBN 
IF THE Person, by his omtn undivbbsipied nature, apprehends 
ALL THtNGS,—^HE CANNOT APPREHEND THE SPECIFIC INDIYIDUALITIES 
OF ALL THINGS. UnDBR THE CIBOUMSTANOES, WHAT WOULD BE THE 

USE OF THE Omniscient Person who knows the things only in 

THEIR GENERAL FORM ? SPECIALLY AS IN NO OTHER FORM IS THE 
THING APPREHENDED.—ThEN AGAIN, THIS UNIFORM COGNITION 
COULD BE EITHER TRUE OB FALSE.—^Ip IT BE HELD TO BE true, THEN 
THIS WOULD BE CONTRARY TO FEBCEIVED PACTS ; AS IT WOULD MEAN 
THAT ALL IS One, WITHOUT A SECOND ; AND THE RESULT OF THIS 
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WOULD BE THAT THERE WOULD BE NO SUCH DIVERSE ENTITIES AS 
THE Disciple, the Omniscient Person, Dharma, Adharma, and the 
Teachings of the said Person; as the distinctive features 

OF THESE WOULD NOT BE COGNISED.—^If THE ONE UNIFORM COGNITION 
BE HELD TO BE false, THE OMNISCIENT PERSON TURNS OUT TO BE A 

DELUDED Person ; so that no confidence should be reposed in 
His words, which are like the words of demented and intoxi¬ 
cated MEN.—^If then the OMNISCIENT PERSON IS HELD TO BE THAT 
Person who apprehends all things and their causes, through 
A SINGLE ABNORMAL COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY COMMUNION,— 
THEN THERE CAN BE NO MeANS OF COGNITION TO VOUCH FOR HiS 
EXISTENCE,—^IN THE SHAPE OF PERCEPTION OR INFERENCE OR WoRD, 
THAT IS NOT PRODUCED BY THAT PERSON HIMSELF. HeNCE THE 
CONCLUSION WOULD BE THAT SUCH A PERSON DOES NOT EXIST.— 

Whether simultaneously or successively, how could there 
BE ANY Inference without an effect ?—As a matter of fact, 
A certain person can either have no potency at all, or IP HE 

HAS, THEN HE WOULD HAVE ALL POTENCIES ; SO THAT ALL BEINGS 
WOULD BE ABLE TO HAVE THE COGNITION OF ALL THINGS. AnD YET AS 
A MATTER OF FACT, WANTING IN THE NECESSARY MEANS, PEOPLE DO 
NOT COGNISE ALL THINGS.—^ThB IDEA THAT ‘ THERE IS ONE PERSON 
WHO HAS ACQUIRED SPECIAL POWERS NOT COMMON AMONG MEN, AND 

He knows all things ’—^is entirely baseless.—^Thus then, no 
Omniscient Person of any kind is conceivable. Consequently 
no human assertion could be the means of providing the 
knowledge of Dharrm.'" —(3247-3261) 

COMMENTARY. 

Does the man regarded as ‘ omniscient ’ know all things at one and the 
same time ? Or in succession, one after the other ?—Or, does He apprehend 
the wliole world as one, in one form, such as eternal and the like ? Or only 
the more important things—^thos© for instance that are useful to men, such 
as the effects following from Acts and so forth ?—Or is He called * omniscient * 
because He possesses the capacity to know all things,—^lik© Fire, which, though 
not actually devouring all things, either simultaneously or in succession, is 
yet called ‘ all-devourer ’ ? 

Under the first alternative, two alternative views are possible. Does 
He know all things simultaneously through a single Cognition ? Or through 
several Cognitions ?—H© could not know them through a single Cognition ; 
because never has it been seen that several mutually contradictory things,— 
such as the pare and the impure —are apprehended by a single Cognition. 

It might be argued that^—^what happens is that at on© and the same time 
there exist in Him several Cognitions envisaging the various mutually con¬ 
tradictory things. 
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The answer to this is—‘ Nor have several divergenl, etc, etc,* —^This has 
to be construed with ‘ na df§tah changed from the ‘ dr^tam \ of the previous 
clause. As a matter of fact, several Cognitions in the same ‘ Chain * of a 
Cognition have never been found to appear. * ♦ ♦ * 

[Several lines of the text are missing here.] 

[The Buddhist’s answer to the Mlrndmaalca*s arguments against the 
Omniscient Person,—embodied in Texts 3128-3261.] 

TEXTS (3262-3263). 

Thus have the Mlnmmsahas argued, being firm believers in the 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF THE VeDA.—^BUT WE HAVE ALREADY PROVED 
IN DETAIL THAT THE VbDA IS THE WORK OF A PERSON.—^HeNCE 
THE CONCLUSION IS IRRESISTIBLE THAT THEBE IS A PERSON 
WHO HAS THE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS ; 

AND NO ONE CAN KNOW THINGS BY MEANS OF 

THE Eternal Word, which is an impossi¬ 
bility.— (3262-3263) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus the conclusion is that there is a Person who perceives things 
directly by Himself, not tlirough the * Eternal Word ’; because the ‘ Eternal 
Word * is an impossibility. 

‘ The * iva ’ after ‘ dra§td ’ should be construed after ‘ adk§dt \ —(3262- 
3263) 

It may be possible to have the ‘ Eternal Word ’ ; even so, however, it 
cannot be right to accept it as a means of knowing supersensuous things.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following ;— 

TEXT (3264). 

The ‘ Eternal Word ’ can never have the capacity to bring about 
THE Cognition of its own meaning ;—^because there is 
incompatibility between ‘ succession * AND ‘ simul¬ 
taneity ’.— (3264) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Its own meaning ’—what is expressed by the word.—Or, ‘ sva ’ (in 
‘ svdrtha *) may stand for the ‘ self *, the nature, of the Word ;—and ‘ artha * 
for what is expressed by it; so the compound ‘ svdrthajiidna * would mean 
‘ the Cognition of the Word itself and its meaning ’. 

For the bringing about of such Cognition, the capacity of the ‘ Eternal 
Word ’ could be either inheient in itself, or due to other contributory causes. 
It cannot be inherent in it; because in the matter of an Eternal Thing bringing 
about its effect, there is incompatibility between sitccession and simultaneity ; 



EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION*. 1439 


and apart from these, there is no other method possible whereby there could 
be effective action; as the two (succession and simultaneity) are mutually 
exclusive. Hence all effective action must be invariably concomitant with 
aucceaaion and aimitUaneity. 

Now, in the case of the ‘ Eternal World *, it cannot bring about the 
Cognition of its ‘ meaning * in aiicceaaion ; because at the time that the first 
effect is being brought about, the cause would not have lost its capacity 
to bring about the subsequent effects (Cognitions); so that all these should 
appear, all at the same time. Nor is it possible for these effects to be brought 
about in succession; because even at the later moment,—^just as at the 
moment of the bringing about of the first effect—the efficiency of the cause 
would be there intact, and hence there would be an incongruity if it did not 
bring about the first effect over again.—^This argument may be formulated as 
follows;—^When a thing is devoid of a wider character, it must be devoid of 
the less wide character;—e.g. the Jar, which is devoid of the character of 
‘ tree *, is devoid of the character of ‘ ahimshapd ’ (a particular tree); the 
‘ Eternal Word * called Veda is devoid of the character of ‘ succession and 
simultaneity’ which includes under itself the character of ‘effective 
action *;—^lienee, by implication, there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character.—^Thus it is not possible for the ‘ Eternal Word ’ to have the said 
capacity inherent in itself. 

Nor can the said capacity be due to any other contributory cause. 
Because the capacity being nothing apart from its very nature, cannot, like 
this nature, be brought about by any such cause. Even if there were some 
such caiise, any relationship to it would be impossible. This has been dis¬ 
cussed several times. 

Thus then, the idea of the Cognition of supersensuous things being due 
to the ‘ Eternal Word ’, being rejected by Inference, cannot be accepted.— 
(3264) 

It has been argued that—“ The Perceiver of Dharma cannot exist, 
because the only means of Cognition by which his existence can be envisaged 
is ‘ Non-apprehension * (Negation).” 

In answer to this, the Buddhist is going to show from the other party’s 
own point of view, that this Proposition that ‘ there can be no Perceiver of 
Dharma ’ is annulled by Presumption, and the Reason adduced (‘ because 
envisaged by non-apprehension ’) is Inadmissible :— 

TEXTS (3265-3267). 

From Tins it follows that things like Heaven, Sacrifice and the 

LIKE HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF BY THE PERSON WHO KNEW THEM 

BY Himself. In fact, under your view also the author of 
THE Veda would be such a Person capable of perceiving 

SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS OR A PERSON WHO KNOWS ALL ABOUT 

Primordial Matter, Spirit and other things ; or one who 

KNOWS OF all things.—^In FACT, IF SUCH AN AUTHOR WERE NOT 
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ADMITTED, THERE COULD BE NO RBUABUJTY IN THE VEDA. THUS 

THEN, THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE ‘ PBRCBIVER OF DhARMA * HAVING 

BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY PRESUMPTION,—^IT ANNULS THE DENIAL 

OP SUCH A Person which you have elaborated in such detail.— 

(3266-3267) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ By Himself' —^independently of all else; i.e. independently of the 
knowledge provided by the Veda. 

‘ Svch a Person *—^i.e. the like of whom you are denying. 

‘ Brought about by Presumption * ;—^i.e. by the force of the doctrine that 
the Veda is reliable. 

It is on this ground that the opponent’s Reason—‘ because He is 
envisaged by Negation ’—^becomes Inadmissible; because He is actually 
envisaged by Presumption.—(3266-3267J 

Under Teoct 3129 seq, it has been asserted by the Opponent that “ the 
term ‘ all ’ is used in reference to the context ”,—and on this several alterna¬ 
tives have been put forward and many objections urged (against the idea of 
the All-knomnQf Omniscient, Person). 

But there is no room for all this ; because we do not admit of any such 
idea. When we postulate the Omniscient Person, we do not mean that He 
knows all possible things, even those other than Dharma. And the objections 
urged would be applicable to only such an idea. In fact, the ^ Omniscient 
Person * postulated by us is one whose mind has become freed from all aber¬ 
rations and afflictions, obstacles to knowledge and impurities,—^by virtue 
of which Dharma and other things all become revealed to his consciousness. 
Against such a view you have not put forward a single argument. 

Again, it has been argued by the Opponent under Text 3137 that—“In 
one body alone, there are so many atoms, etc. etc.—and who can know all 
these ?—etc. etc.”—^This is a mere assertion, made without any proof; 
and nothing can be proved by a mere assertion without reasons in support 
of it.—Because in this way, all things would be established for all men. 

With a view to all this, the Author makes the following statement;— 

TEXTS (3268-3269). 

Further, what has been asserted— as to the impossibility of any 

ONE KNOWING ALL HaIBS AND NaILS, ETC.—^IS WITHOUT ANY BASIS, 

DUB ENTIRELY TO IGNORANCE; BECAUSE IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT 
THERE MAY BE SOME ONE FOR WHOM ALL THINGS BECOME 
MANIFESTED BY THE CLEAR AND UNFLINCHING LIGHT OF 
KNOWLEDGE ;—^AND NO REASON HAS BEEN ADDUCED 
AGAINST SUCH POSSIBILITY.— (3268-3269) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Without any basis * —that in support of which the three-factored 
Probans is not available. 
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The knowledge is ‘ clear \ free from impurities, and aberrations obstruct¬ 
ing the vision of things to be known ;—^it is ‘ unflinching \ not shaken by the 
gusts of passion, etc.—^The knowledge is spoken of as ‘ light *, because it 
iUumines things; all things—DAarma, etc.—^become ‘manifested’—^made 
known. The irregular compounding is done on the strength of implication. 

‘ No reason has been adduced, etc, etc," —^i.e. any proof to the contrary.— 
It is not only that no proof has been adduced; in fact, there can be no proof 
to the contrary. 

(A) For instance, there can be no Perception annulling the idea of the 
Omniscient Person ; beca\ise He is not amenable to that Means of Cognition. 
It is only when a thing is amenable to Perception that, if it is cognised as 
something contrary to its well-known form, such cognition is annulled by 
Perception; e.g. when Sound is cognised as inaudible, this Cognition is 
annulled by the perception of audibility. There can be no such annulment 
in a case where Perception is not applicable at all. As a matter of fact, 
the Cognitions appearing in the ‘ Chain ’ of other people are never amenable 
to perception by one who is not omniscient; and it could be only if such 
were the case, that the assertion of Omniscience could be annulled by 
Perception. And the reason for this inapplicability of Perception lies in the 
fact that all men are possessed of limited powers of vision. If such Cogni¬ 
tions were amenable to Perception by any one, that person himself would be 
omniscient; and hence Omniscience could not be denied. 

The following might be urged—“ We do not mean that it is by being 
applied to the Omniscient Person that Perception proves His non-existence,— 
but as being inapplicable to it. That is, when Perception is not applicable to 
a certain thing, it proves the non-existence of that thing; e.g. in the case of 
the ‘ Hare’s Horns ’. In a case where Perception does apply, the thing 
perceived does exist; as in the case of things like the Sword. As regards 
the Omniscient Person, Perception has never been found to be applicable; 
hence, from this inapplicability of Perception it is inferred that the Person 
does not exist 

This is entirely irrelevant. Because the conclusion that is deduced 
from the inapplicability of Perception cannot be said to have been brought 
about by Perception ; because presence (applicability) and absence {nonappli¬ 
cability) cannot co-exist in the same thing. Fiu*ther, the inapplicability of 
Perception is not invariably concomitant with non-existence of the thing 
concerned; and it is only if it were so that the non-existence could be 
inferred from inapplicability of Perception; because even when a thing is there. 
Perception is found to be inapplicable, if the thing is hidden or remote, etc. 

The following might be urged—“ We do not say that the inapplicability 
of Perception proves non-existence; all that we mean is that when the 
Perception is inoperative, it proves the non-existence ”. 

This is a mere change in the wording of your statement; there is no 
difference in the meaning; mere change of words cannot alter facts; or 
else there would be incongruities.—^Because ‘ cessation *, or ‘ not-operating ’ 
of a thing means the denial or negation of existence; the same meaning 
is also expressed by the word ‘ become inoperative ‘ ceased ’; the only 
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difierenoe is that while one (cessation) denies other things and expresses the 
one thing meant, the other (‘ceased’) expresses the same thing without 
denying other things. In reality, both terms express the ‘ non-existence ’ of 
the thing concerned. What again is non-existent cannot be a cattse ; and non¬ 
existence is characterised by the absence of all potencies. It is for this 
reason that when one thing is productive or illuminative of another, it is so 
productive or illuminative only when its existence is there, not when its exist¬ 
ence has ceased; e.g. the Seed which is productive of the sprout, and the 
Lamp which is illuminative of colour ; and when these two (Seed and Lamp) 
have ceased^ they are not able to do the producing or the illuminating. 

Further, what is the meaning of the statement that—“ Perception, 
having ceased, proves non-existence ” ? If the meaning is that Perception 
has ceased, disappeared, from the ‘ present * state,—then it would imply 
that it is there in the ‘ past ’ and ‘ future ’ states ; and it has been already 
proved that the * past ’ and the ‘ future ’ thing does not exist at all;— 
how then could there be any operation of what is non-existent ?—^If, secondly, 
the meaning of the statement is that though existing at the present time, 
it does not come about (appear) in connection with a certain thing,—^and it 
is in this sense that Perception is said to have ‘ ceased ’ (become inapplicable), 
—even so, this carmot prove the non-existence of the thing in question ; 
as the premiss would be wrong and fallible; as the mere fact that Visual 
Perception does not appear in connection with Odour, Taste, etc. cannot 
prove that these latter do not exist.—^Thus Perception cannot prove the non¬ 
existence of anything. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ If that is so, then how is it that, on the basis 
of Perception, in the form of Non-apprehension, you declare, in another 
place, the non-existence of the Jar ? ” 

This is not so. What is said there is, not tliat Perception proves non¬ 
existence of the thing because the tiling is envisaged by Non-apprehonsion,-. 

but that, when two things are capable of figuring in the same Cognition, if 
only one appears there, it means the non-appearance (non-existence) of the 
other. And the reason for this lies in the fact that both caimot be cognised 
in one and the same form, on the ground that the capability is equally present 
in both.—^In the case in question however, we have never definitely cognised 
the fact of Onmiscience figuring in the same Cognition as anything else; 
the presence of which latter could lead us to deduce the non-existence of 
Omniscience; because this latter is always absolutely imperceptible. 

Thus it is clear that Perception cannot annul the notion of the Omniscient 
Person. 

(B) Nor can Inference prove the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. 
Because it is held that Inference always envisages affirmation ; as is clear from 
the fact that it is only Non-apprehension that has been regarded as envisaging 
negcUion. For this same reason, the other three Means of Cognition, Presump¬ 
tion (Analogy and Word) cannot prove the non-existence of the Omniscient 
Person. 

The following might be urged—“ When we assert that there is no 
Omniscient Person, we are not asserting an absolute negation; all that we 
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are asserting is the Relative Negation, Negation of omniscience, in relation 
to all men; so that there is certainly room for the operation of Inference 
and other Means of Cognition 

It may be so; but even so, Inference is not possible; because there is 
no Indicative (Probans) known to be present in all men, which is invariably 
concomitant with Omniscience. Such character as ' being know able 
* being a Teacher * and so forth, which have been put forward,—all these are 
Inconclusive, as we are going to show later on. 

Nor again is Presumption able to prove the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person. Because, in the first place, we do not admit of any 
Means of Cognition apart from Perception and Inference. Secondly, even 
if there are other Means of Cognition, Presumption is not capable of proving 
the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. Because Presumption is based 
upon the idea that a certain well known fact—seen or heard of,—^is not 
explicable otherwise than on the basis of the unseen factor which is thus 
presumed ;—and as a matter of fact, there is no well-known fact—seen or 
heard of—among men, which is not explicable except on the basis of the 
non-existence of the Omniscient Person, which, therefore, should he presumed. 

Nor is Analogy able to prove the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. 
What is cognised by means of Analogy is, either the remembered thing having 
for its adjunct the similarity of the thing before the eyes,—or mere similarity 
of the thing before the eyes, to the Remembered Thing. For example, when 
a man who has had the perception of the Cow goes to the forest, and sees the 
Oavaya there, he perceives in this latter, the similarity to the Cow, This 
has been thus declared—‘ Thus what is remembered and perceived as 
similar, forms the object of Analogy,—or the Similarity itself * {Shlokavdrtika 
Uparndna, 37). Thus the object that is remembered forms the object of 
Analogical Cognition; and what is remembered is only what has been appre¬ 
hended before, not anything else ;—and there is no Omniscient Person who 
has apprehended the Cognitions occurring in the ‘ Chain ’ of all men ; hence 
these could not be remembered by any one. Nor is there anything appre¬ 
hended by all men which is definitely known as possessing properties in com¬ 
mon with non-omniscience, on the basis of which the non-omniscient character 
of all men could be cognised through Analogy.—^As regards the quality of 
‘ existence * etc. which has been found in the non-Omniscient Person, those 
also have not been found to be in common with non-omniscience. Besausc 
the quality of ‘ existence ’ is not incompatible with the Omniscient Person 
also. Further, the perception of ‘ existence ’ in the Oavaya does not lead to 
the Analogical Cognition of the Jar being similar to the Oavaya. All men 
may be alike on the ground of being existent ; but that does not prove their 
non-omniscience. 

This also refutes the argument that has been set forth by the other 
party under the Text 3216. 

Nor again can Word, as the Means of Cognition, set aside the existence of 
the Omniscient Person.—As regards the Word emanating from human beings, 
that is regarded by the Mlrnamsaka as itself unreliable in matters beyond the 
senses. And as regards the Word not emanating from human beings, that 



1444 


tattvasanoraha: chapter xxvi. 


cannot be reliable, as we have shown above. Nor is there any Vedic assertion 
found to the effect that all men cure non-omniacient, —Nor can the mere fact 
of something not being mentioned in the Veda establish the non-existence of 
that thing ; because all things are not meant to be spoken of in the scriptures. 
Otherwise, there would be non-existence of the marriage of your mother and 
such things, as these are not mentioned in the Veda.—^Noi again can it be 
right to deduce that a certain thing is not mentioned in the Veda< at all from 
the fact of its not being mentioned in a certain text. Because there being 
many ‘ Rescensional Texts ’ of the Veda, it is always probable that the thing 
may be mentioned somewhere in them.—And we are going to show later on 
that a certain Vedic Text does speak of the Omniscient Person. 

The non-existence of the Omniscient Person cannot be proved by the 
argument that He forms the objective of the Meana of Cognition called 
* Negation' (Non-apprehension). Because if this ^ Negation ’ as a means of 
Cognition is described as consisting in the ahaohUe negation of Cognition,— 
then, it cannot form either the Cognition^ or the Meana of Cognition, of any¬ 
thing at all; and hence the Omniscient Person could not be envisaged by it; 
as it is a non-entity ; and hence cannot be a Meana of Cognition (or Cognition). 

If, on the other hand, ‘ Negation is held to be of the nature of Relative 
Negation —standing for the negation of the entity —in the shape of the Meana 
of Cognition, —even so, as it would be of the nature of the negation of the 
‘ Means of Cognition ’ , it could not be reliable at all. One who is a non- 
Brdhrnami cannot be a Brdhmaiia, 

The following might be tirged—“ Negation, as a Means of Cognition, is 
not described by us as consisting in the exclusion of all Meana of Cognition ; 
it is described as a particular form of Cognition, only different from the five 
other Means of Cognition 

If that is so, then it behoves you to explain in what form it appears. 

“ It appears in this form—Inasmuch as the Omniscient Person is not 
cognisable by any one of the five Means of Cognition, He does not exist.” 

If it is in this form, then it is not a ‘ Means (or form) of valid Cognition ’ ; 
as it is Inconclusive, False. Because the inapplicability of the five Means of 
Cognition cannot set aside the entity in the shape of the Omniscient Person, 
which is not invariably concomitant with the said inapplicability; on the 
strength of which the said Cognition (that the Omniscient Person does not 
exist) could be regarded as true. 

Thus it is established that there is no Proof that sets aside the possibility 
of the existence of the Omniscient Person.—(3268-3269) 


The following might be urged—“That same Non-apprehenaion which 
you have described as a form of Inference, will be the proof against the 
existence of the Omniscient Person ; what need have we to seek for another 
proof ? ’* 

It is true that Non-apprehension is a proof, a Means of Cognition. But 
the following has to be borne in mind, in this connection :—^When you put 
forward * Non-apprehension * as proving the non-existence of the Omniscient 
Person, do you mean the absence of your own apprehension ? Or the 
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absence of the apprehension of all men ? The Non-apprehension also,—is 
it meant to be without any qualification,—as is shown by the absence of 
any such qualifying phrase as ‘ of what fulfills the conditions of apprehensi¬ 
bility ’ ? Or is it meant to be qualified in some way ?—^The non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person cannot be proved by unqualified Non-apprehension 
by yourself. 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3270). 

Mere ‘ non-apprehension ’ cannot prove His non-existence. Because 

APPREHENSION IS NEITHER THE ‘ CAUSE ’ NOR THE ‘ PBRVADER ’ 

OF THINGS. —(3270) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ mere ’ has been added with a view to exclude the qualification 
‘ fulfilling the conditions of apprehensibility ’. 

‘ Cannot prove His non-existence ’—^i.e. cannot prove the non-existence of 
the Omniscient Person. 

“ Why ? ” 

Because, in regard to things. Apprehension is neither the ‘ cause ’ nor the 
‘ pervader ’.—As a matter of fact. Apprehension by people of limited vision 
is not the ‘ pervader * of things,—in the sense in which the ‘ Tree ’ is the 
‘ pc^rvader ’ of the ' Shlmshapd ’ (a particular Tree).—[That is, all things are 
not apprehended, just as all trees are not Shlmshapd; i.e. ‘being a thing * 
is wider than ‘ being apprehended ’]; because even when the ‘ thing ’ 
is there, there may be no “ apprehension ’ of it by reason of remoteness and 
other circumstances.—Nor is ‘ apprehension ’ the ‘ cause * of things,—^in the 
sense in which Fire is the caiLse of Smoke ; because it is the thimjs that are 
the cause of apprehension, —When one thing is neither the ‘ cause * nor the 
‘ pervader ’ of another thing, the absence of one cannot mean the absence of 
the other ; for, if it did, there would be incongruities. As regards the 
presence of the ‘ Non-apprehension ’ of the effect, it does not imply the 
absence of all Causes, but implies the absence of only that Cause whose capacity 
is untrammelled ; and in the case in question, for men of limited vision, the 
capacity of things to bring about Apprehension is not untrammelled ; by virtue 
of which the absence of Apprehension could prove the non-existence of 
the things.—(3270) 


Question :—“ Even when there is absence of the ‘ Cause ’ and the 
‘ Pervader ’, why shoidd that imply the absence of something else ? *’ 
Answer :— 

45 
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TEXTS (3271-3272). 

When there is absence of (a) the ‘ Cause ’ and {b) the ‘ Pbrvader 

IT IS ONLY right AND PROPER THAT THERE SHOULD BE ABSENCE OF 

(a) THE ‘ Caused ’ and (b) the ‘ Pervaded ’; (a) Because the 

BIRTH OF THE ONE PROCEEDS FROM THE OTHER, AND (b) BECAUSE 

ONE IS OF THE SAME NATURE AS THE OTHER ;—^FOR EXAMPLE, 
WHEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF (a) THE FiRE AND (6) THE 

Tree, there is absence of (a) the Smoke and (6) the 
‘ Mango-tree, etc.*—If it were not so, (a) the 
ONE could not be THE CAUSE OF THE OTHER, 

AND (b) THERE WOULD BE DIVERSITY.— 

(3271-3272) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Camed. ’—that which has a cause ; i.e. the effect;—the Dvandva 
compound is between ‘ caused ’ and ‘ pervaded ’ ;—these two are construed 
with the foregoing ‘ nivrttiryujyaie —^the moaning being that ‘ it is only 
right and proper that there should be absence of the Caused and the Pervaded, 

The reason for this is supplied—‘ Because the birth of the one, etc, etc,' — 
—(a) When there is absence of Cause, there is absence of Effect, because the 
Effect derives its existence from the Cause ; e.g. when there is absence of Fire, 
there is absence of Smoke, (h) Similarly when there is absence of the 
Pervader, there is absence of the Pervaded ; because the Pervaded is of the 
same essence as the Pervader,—both being of the same nature; e.g. when 
there is absence of the Tree, there is absence of the Mango, Khadira and other 
particular Trees; because it is only a particular Tree that is known as the 
‘ mango ’. 

If it were not so,—i.e. if on the absence of the Cause, the Effect were not 
absent,—then the Cause would not be a true cause at all. Because when one 
thing can be present even when the other is absent, the latter cannot be the 
cause of the former ; otherwise, there would be absurdities. Similarly when 
one thing is not absent when the other is absent, they cannot be of the same 
nature, e.g. the Cow and the Oavaya, Hence it follows that when the 
Pervader is absent, the Pervaded must be absent,—and where the Cause is 
absent, the Effect must be absent; it would not imply the absence of any¬ 
thing else ; as that would lead to incongruities. 

This has been thus declared—‘ Thus when a certain nature is related 
to a thing, its absence would imply the absence of that thing ; and the absence 
of the cause would imply the absence of the effect; because of the infallibility 
of their relationship. If it were not so, why should the absence of the one 
mean the absence of the other ? Because a man has no horse, does it mean 
that he should have no Cow either ? ’—(3271-3272) 

If it is insisted upon by the other party that one’s own Apprehension 
is the Cause and Pervader of all things —then his Proposition involves self- 
contradiction.—^This is pointed out in the following— 
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TEXTS (3273-3274). 

If your own Apprehension is recognised—through some means of 
COGNITION, as being THE ‘ CaUSB * AND THE ‘ PbRVADER OF ALL 

THINGS,—THEN YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE BECOMES ESTABLISHED, 
WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. WhY THEN SHOULD YOU YOURSELF 
BE HOSTILE TO YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE ?— (3273-3274) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Hetutvavydpakatvayoh ’—^The Genitive Ending is in relation to 
‘ niahchaya \ 

‘ Upalombhasya cfmrthM^u ’—^The Genitive Ending in ‘ Upalambhasya 
and the Locative Ending in ‘ arthesu ’ is in reference to the ‘ Cause * and the 
‘ Pervader * ; the former connoting the relationship of these, and the latter 
the fact of their being envisaged. 

What is meant is as follows :—^If, through some Means of Cognition, 
you have recognised the fact of your own Apprehension being the ‘ Cause ’ 
and ‘ Pervader ’ of all things,—then, yoiu* own omniscience becomes clearly 
asserted; because unless one is omniscient, his Apprehension can never 
comprehend all things. And yet you are putting forward proofs in support 
of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. Thus there is clear self- 
contradiction on your part.—(3273-3274) 

Thus it has been shown that mere Non-apprehension, without a qualifica¬ 
tion, does not deserve to be put forward as proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person, Nor will it be right to put forward ‘ Non-apprehension * 
as qualified by the phrase ‘ of what fulfills the conditions of apprehensibility *, 
as the reason for denying the existence of that Person.—^Because when such 
• Non-apprehension ’ is put forward, it could be put forward, (a) either 
directly by itself,—for instance, as the argument ‘ the Jar does not exist, 
because while conditions of being apprehended are present, it is not appre¬ 
hended ’, so also would be the argument proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person;—or (6) indirectly, by other words, by pointing out the 
absence of something which is the Pervader of its cause and which is appre¬ 
hensible ; e.g. when it is said ‘ There can be no Smoke here because there is 
no Fire ’, or ‘ The particular tree Shimshapd cannot be here, as there is no 
Tree at all ’. It has been already explained that the absence of one 
thing does not necessarily mean the absence of another, except when they are 
invariable concomitants or when one is the ‘ Cause ’ or the ‘ Pervader * 
of the other. For if it did, there would be incongruities. Nor does mere 
absence of the ‘ Cause ’ and the ‘ Pervader ’ prove the absence of the thing 
the absence of whose ‘Cause’ and ‘Pervader’ has not been definitely 
ascertained. So here also it would be necessary to add the qualifying phrase 
that ‘it should fulfill the conditions of apprehensibility*. This same 
principle would apply to the case of the Omniscient Person also. 

Or, the negation of a thing can follow only from the affirmation of some¬ 
thing else which is directly or indirectly contrary to the former,—not if 
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this is not so contrary ; as in the latter case, it would be possible for both to 
co-exist. For instance, when it is said that ‘ there can be no coolness of touch 
here as there is Fire we have the affirmation of Fire which is directly con¬ 
trary to coolness, from which affirmation follows the negation of coolness ; 
the same should be the case with the negation of the Omniscient Person also. 
Similarly, the negation of the Omniscient Person could follow only from the 
affirmation of something indirectly contrary to Him, or of something contrary 
to its Pervader; e.g. coolness is the ‘ pervader ’ of the Icy-touch, —^the con¬ 
trary of Coolness is Fire,—and when there is affirmation of this Fire, there 
follows the negation of the Icy-tonch. —The said negation of a thing would 
follow also from the affirmation of something contrary to the cause of that 
thing; e.g. when there is affirmation of Fire, which is contrary to coolness 
which is the cause of thrilling chill, there follows the negation of the said chill 
which is the effect of coolness.—Or, the negation of a thing would follow also 
from the affirmation of an effect contrary to that thing ; e.g. when there is affir¬ 
mation in regard to a certain place, of the Smoke which is an effect of Fire 
which is contrary to coolness, there follows the negation of the coolness of 
touch.—Or the negation of a thing can follow from the apprehension of an 
effect contrary to the cause of that thing ; e.g. when there is perception of 
Smoke which is the effect of Fire which is contrary to coolness which is the 
cause of thrilling chill,—there follow's the negation of this chill; the argument 
being—‘This place cannot contain a person who has caught the chilh 
because wo find here Smoke \ —Or again the negation of a thing may follow 
from the affirmation of something invariably concomitant with the contrary 
of that thing ; e.g. when there is affirmation of dependence which is invariably 
concomitant with impermanence which is contrary to Permanence^ there 
follows the negation of Permanence, 

Now none of these arguments for negation is applicable to the proving 
of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person ; because the Omniscient Person 
is always inaj)j)rehen8ihle, while all the conditions described are cases of 
negation of things that are apprehensible. 

This is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3275-3276). 

For these reasons, the Omniscient Person cannot be one ‘ capable 

OF BEING PERCEIVED ’ ; IF He Were CAPABLE OF BEING PERCEIVED, 
THEN THAT ALONE WOULD ESTABLISH HiS OMNISCIENCE, WITH¬ 
OUT ANY EFFORT ON OUR PART. In PACT, HOW CAN THAT 

Person be perceptible to you who has knowledge 

OF ALL THINGS,—^UNLESS YOU ALSO HAD THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS ?— (3275-3276) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the reasons explained above, for fear of incurring self-contradiction, 
you cannot regard the Omniscient Person as ‘ apprehensible * by yourself. 
As in that case it would mean that you are yourself omniscient. 
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“ Why ? ” 

Answer : — ‘ How can that Person, etc. etc.' —^If your own knowledge 
comprehended all things, then alone could the Omniscient Person be appre¬ 
hensible to yourself,—not otherwise ; because the Omniscient Person can never 
be apprehended by one who is not himself omniscient.—(3276-3276) 

The following might be urged—“ The Omniscient Person may not be 
apprehensible by us ; even so, why should the said negative arguments not 
be urged in proof of his non-existence ? ” 

A newer : — 

TEXT (3277). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ANY ‘ NON-APPREHENSION *—IN THE CASE OF 
THINGS OP THE NATURE OP THE ‘ PeRVADER *, THE ‘ CAUSE * AND 

THE ‘ NATURE ’ OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON—WOULD NOT 
BE OPERATIVE, BECAUSE BY HiS VERY NATURE, He IS 
IMPERCEPTIBLE.— (3277) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because the Omniscient Person is not apprehensible by you, therefore 
the ‘ pervader ’, the ‘ cause ’ and the ‘ nature ’ of the Omniscient Person, if 
not apprehended, cannot be regarded as the ‘ non-apprehension of what is 
apprehensible ’. That is to say, the arguments based upon the non-appre¬ 
hension of the ‘pervader’, of the ‘nature’, or, of the ‘cause’,—^wliich are 
the first tlnee arguments urged above,—are not applicable.—(3277) 

Says the other party :—“ In that case, the other arguments may be 
operative ; oven so the non-existence of the Omniscient Person would become, 
proved ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

» 

TEXTS (3278-3279). 

This ‘ Non-apprehension ’ proceeds in nine ways : dub to its being 

PUT FORWARD IN DIVERSE WAYS CONSISTING OF THE non-COgnition AND 

cognition OF the said three and their contraries (res¬ 
pectively). And when in its very basic form, the 
‘ Non-apprehension * has been shown to be inap- 
pucable to the Omniscient Person, the 

others become set aside without MUCH 

effort.— (3278-3279) 

COMMENTARY. 

This —^the aforesaid non-apprehension—of (1) the nature, (2) the 
Pervader and (3) the Cause—^with its ramifications becomes ninefold. 
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“ How ? 

Answer :— ^ Due to, etc., etc .'"—^The term stands for the aforesaid 
three, called: (1) ‘Nature’, (2) ‘Pervader*, and (3) ‘Cause ’;—^ tadvi- 
ruddha* is that which is contrary to these; this also is three-fold—(1) 
contrary to ‘ Nature (2) contrary to ‘ Pervader ’, and (3) contrary to 
‘Cause’;—the term 'ddi' includes (1) the contrary effect, (2) the effect 
contrary to the cause, and (3) those pervaded by its contraries.—^The second 
‘ tcU ’ refers again to the said three—(1) Nature, (2) Pervader and (3) Cause; 
—so that the compoimd ‘ tat-tadvirnddha *, stands for (a) the three (Nature, 
etc.), and (6) the contraries of these three ;—the ‘ agati ’ and ‘ gati ’ stand 
for the (a) non-cognition and (h) cognition of these respectively, i.e. the non¬ 
cognition of the Nature, the Pervader and the Cause, and the cognition of 
the contrary of these ;—the diversities are due to these ;—^and the arguments 
are put forward on the basis of all this. 

That which is due directly to the non-cognition of these, the Non¬ 
apprehension of the Nature, Cause and Pervader, has been pointed out above; 
of this same basic Non-apprehension, all the other Non-apprehensions are 
merely indirect indicatives; hence this three-fold Non-apprehension forms 
their ‘ basis For instance, the ‘ cognition of the contrary * indicates (1) the 
apprehension of the contrary of its Nature, (2) the apprehension of the 
contrary of its Pervader and (3) the apprehension of the contrary of its 
Cause.—^The term * adi ’ indicates (1) the apprehension of the contrary effect, 
(2) the apprehension of the effect contrary to the cause, and (3) the 
apprehension of what is pervaded by the contrary.—All these indirectly 
indicate, respectively, the Non-apprehension of the Nature, of the Pervader 
and of the Cause. 

Thus by showing that the tliree basic forms of Non-apprehension are not 
able to prove the non-existence of the Omniscient Person, the incapacity of 
their ramifications to do the same follows without effort; hence no attempt 
need be made for proving that these ramifications also are unable to prove 
the non-existence of the Omniscient Person. Because, when the root itself 
has been cut off, the branches cannot continue to live. 

In reality, the Non-apprehension of the miture of the thing itself is the 
root of all; it is only in view of the diversity of other things that the three¬ 
fold Non-apprehension has been spoken of as the ‘ basis ’ or ‘ root ’.—(3278- 
3279) 


The following might be urged—“ If the Omniscient Person is not amen¬ 
able to Apprehension,—then it may be that a particular Non-apprehension of 
Him is not possible ; but His ‘ Cause ’ and ‘ Pervader ’ are certainly amenable 
to Apprehension; why then cannot there be particular Non-apprehension of 
these two ? The contraries also of these being amenable to apprehension, 
why should not there be apprehension of these contraries ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3280-3281). 

Effect and Cause, Pervaded and Pbrvader, and Contrariness— 

ALL THESE,—^AS ALSO THE ‘ NATURE ’ OF THE THING WITH A QUALIFI¬ 
CATION—^ARE POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN THE THING IS PBRCEPTIBLB. 

—^Thb Omniscient Person, however, is not perceptible 

FOR YOU ; HENCE ALL THESE ‘ NoN-APPREHENSIONS ’ 

ABB NOT CAPABLE OF PROVING HiS NON¬ 
EXISTENCE ; AND ANY OTHER FACTOR OP 

Negation, there is none.— (3280- 
3281) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Kdrya, etc.* —is a copulative compound formed of—(1) the relation of 
Effect and Cause, (2) the relation of Pervaded and Pervader, and (3) the 
relation of Contrariness. 

(1) The relation of Cause and Effect can be proved only by the Non- 
apprehension of what is perceptible; and as the Omniscient Person is not 
perceptible, there can be no relation of Cause and Effect with Him. (2) 
Nor is the relation of Pervader and Pervaded possible in regard to Him; as 
that also has to be preceded by the Non-apprehension of what is apprehensible ; 
for instance, when the absence of one thing is always followed by the absence 
of the other, the latter is said to be ‘ pervaded ’ by the other ; and the said 
absence is not possible except where there is Non-apprehension of what is 
apprehensible.—(3) Contrariness also is recognised only, between two per¬ 
ceptible things, not between those that are not perceptible.—^For instance, 
there is ‘ contrariness ’ between two things when they can never co-exist ; 
and this is perceived by you when there is absence of one while the other is 
present—even when the efficient cause of the former is present; and as a 
matter of fact, the presence and absence of things camiot be ascertained 
unless the things themselves are capable of being apprehended.—^The other 
kind of ‘ contrariness * consists in muttuil exclusion ; and it is recognised in 
cases where the cognition of one thing is invariably concomitant with the 
non-cognition of the other; as between succession and simultaneity. This 
cognition is not possible if the thing is not apprehensible. 

“ If that is so, then how can there be contrariness between Existence 
and Non-existence ? Certainly both of these are not perceptible ”. 

This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact, Existence and 
Non-existence are not cognised separately, and then they are regarded as 
‘ contrary * on account of their exclusion of one another ;—^what happens is 
that they are cognised separately and then ‘ contrariness * becomes cognised. 
For instance, the contrariness of Existence and Non-existence is determined 
only in reference to one and the same thing and at one and the same time,— 
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not in reference to different things. Certainly the Existence of the Horse is 
not in any way ‘ contrary ’ to the non-existence of the Cow.—^Nor is there any 
contrariness between existence and non-existence^ if taken in reference 
to different points of time ; for instance, if one thing did not exist at some pre¬ 
vious time, its non-existence or existence at some future time is not deducible. 
It is only in regard to the same thing and the same time that both existence 
and non-existence are found incompatible; and not after being cognised and 
then found to be mutually exclusive.—^It might be asked—“ How can there 
be exclusion of what has not been cognised ? ”—The answer is that it is for 
this same reason,—i.e. because it is not cognised in connection with the 
particular thing—that its exclusion would be possible. Otherwise, how 
co\ild there be any exclusion of what has been definitely cognised ? In fact, 
this cognition itself of the existence of the thing that constitutes the exclusion 
of its non-existence ; and the cognition of the non-existence of one thing also 
constitutes the exclusion of the existence of the thing other than that. Hence 
when the non-existence of a certain thing is excluded, and its existence is 
cognised,—then they must be regarded as ‘ perceptible * ; because what is not 
perceptible cannot bo cognised, and what is not cognised cannot have the 
contrary character excluded. 

All this is not possible in the case of the Omniscient Person. In the 
first place all men are not perceived by any one ; in view of which the 
presence of non-omniscience could be cognised in them, and the exclusion of 
omniscience could be secured; because that same man would have to be 
regarded as omniscient.—Thus then, there can be no ‘ contrariness ’ (incom¬ 
patibility) between omniscience and non-omniscience in connection with a 
person who is not capable of being apprehended. It is possible, however, 
within one’s own ‘ chain ’ ; but there also, not with regard to the future, 
because the future is not perceptible at the time.—^Thus the fact remains that 
the relation of cause and effect and the like is possible only in that which 
is perceptible. 

* As also the nature of a thing^ unth a qualification ’—‘ is possible ’ should 
be construed here. ‘ Natiue ’ here stands for the character of the thing; 
and this is to be taken along with its qualification ; and this qualification 
consists in freedom from the three kinds of remoteness. 

‘ AU these non-apprehensions ’—^i.e. the non-apprehensions of the ‘ Cause ’ 
(‘ Nature * and ‘ Pervader ’),—^are not capable of proving the non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person ; because the Omniscient Person can have no such 
relationship with anything as that of Cause and Effect, of Contrariness, and 
of Pervader and Pervaded ; also because, oven when there are other causes of 
apprehension present, the said Person cannot be perceptible. 

‘ Any other factor of negation, there is none \ —i.e. barring the particular 
kind of Non-apprehension.—(3280-3281) 


The Author again proceeds to point out the Inconclusiveness of the 
Reason adduced by the other party,—^by pointing out the incongruity 
involved in the putting forward of one’s own ‘ non-apprehension without 
any qualification:— 
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TEXT (3282). 

Ip the Omniscient Person is denied on the ground of mere ‘ non- 

APPREHENSION *,—THEN YOU MIGHT ALSO DENY THE MARRIAGE 
OF YOUR OWN MOTHER AND SUCH OTHER FACTS.— (3282) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Such other facts ’—includes the intercourse of.and in that case 

there 'would be doubts regarding. 

This has been thus declared—‘ If, dull-visioned as you are, your non- 
apprehension should set aside things, then you ■would be damned ; as it would 
be impossible to name your Father *.—(3282) 

The following Text anticipates and rejects the Opponent’s answer to the 
above:— 

TEXT (3283). 

If it be URGED THAT-“ ON SEEING THE EFFECT IN THE FORM OF THE 

Son, THERE IS COGNITION OF THE CAUSE OF THAT EFFECT ”,— 

THEN (the ANSWER IS THAT) IN CERTAIN CASES, THE 
EFFECT IS FOUND IN THE ABSENCE OF THE 
CAUSE IN QUESTION.— (3283) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The mother’s marriage is inferred from the presence of its effect in the 
shape of the Son ; hence there is no non-apprehension of the said marriage ; 
hence there is no possibility of the marriage not being there ”. 

The inconclusiveness and doubtful character of the said Cause is pointed 
out—‘ In certain cases, etc. etc ."*—Even in the absence of the marriage in 

question, and even in the absence of.a wicked woman might bring 

forth the effect in the shape of the Son ; and the same might be the case . . . . ; 
so that the said Inference of marriage cannot be true ; hence the doubt 
regarding your parentage is irresistible. 

The Teacher Dharmakirti also has urged this same argument.—(3283) 

The following Text sets forth the Opponent’s answer to the above and 
rejects it:— 

TEXT (3284). 

If IT IS SAID THAT—“ THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE MARRIAGE IS NOT 
COGNISED, BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE KNOW OF IT ”,—THEN (THE 
ANSWER IS) HOW DO yoU KNOW THAT OTHER PEOPLE 
KNOW OF IT ?— (3284) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Anyopdlamb?ui ’—^The knowledge that other people have. 

‘ Tasya ’ —of the mother’s marriage. 
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‘ Non-existence ’—^i.e. what is cognised is not non-existence^ but existence. 
The answer to this is that it cannot be known what the knowledge of 
other people is.—(3284) 


The Opponent having been asked—‘ How do you know ? ’—supplies the 
answer,—^which is then refuted :— 


TEXTS (3285-3286). 

“ We know it from the assertion (op other persons) —Then 
(the answer is) is there not such assertion in regard to the 
Omniscient Person also ?—^Then again, how is it that 

YOU DO NOT RECALL ANOTHER ASSERTION OF YOURS TO 
THE EFFECT THAT—“ MeN ARE ALWAYS FOUND TO 
BE LIARS ” ? And just as THERE CAN BE NO 
CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OP MEN REGARDING 
PRESENT THINGS, SO ALSO THERE CAN BE 
NONE IN THE WORDS SPEAKING OP 
PAST THINGS.— (3285-3286) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ IJpadishdi. ’ has to be construed with * siddfia ’ of the pre¬ 
ceding text. 

By showing the incongruity involved, the author points out the incon¬ 
clusive character of what has been urged—‘ Is there not, etc. etc .'—‘ Ayam ’— 
the assertion ;—is it not present in regard to the Omniscient Person ? It 
is certainly present. Under the circumstances, if the assertion regarding the 
marriage of one’s mother is accepted as reliable, then why should you not 
regard our eussertion, that ‘ the Omniscient Person does exist ’, as reliable ? 
There is no difference between the two cases. 

Further, in your words, yon have declared that assertions are unreliable ; 
this is pointed out in the words—‘ How is it that you do not recall, etc. etc.\ 
-(3286-3286) 


So far it has been explained that the absence of one’s own apprehension 
of the Omniscient Person cannot serve as a proof of His non-existence;— 
because, without a qualification, it is inconclusive, and with a qualification, 
it has no substratum ;—^now the Author proceeds to explain that the absence 
of the apprehension of all men also cannot serve as proof of the non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person ; because such non-apprehension by all men cannot 
be proven:— 
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TEXTS (3287-3288). 

Or, there may be no such assertion (regarding the existence op 
THE Omniscient Person) ; nor may such assertion be reliable ; 

EVEN so, YOU HAVE COMB TO THE CERTAINTY THAT “ THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is not apprehended by any man **; and such 

CERTAINTY COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IF THE SoULS OF ALL 
MEN WERE KNOWN TO YOU ; AND IF ALL THESE WERE KNOWN 
TO YOU, THEN YOU YOURSELF WOULD BE OMNISCIENT,— 

AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT ABOVE.— (3287-3288) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Asser/ion* —^i.e. the one declaring the existence of the Omniscient 
Person. 

‘ Asya ’—^reliability of the said assertion. 

‘ If the Souls of all men were known ’—^i.e. if yon knew the nature of all 
men. 

It might be said—“ We do have the knowledge of the nature of all men ”. 
—^The answer to this is—‘ If all these were, etc. etc' —i.o. if the souls of all 
men were known to you.—(3287-3288) 


TEXTS (3289-3290). 

If IT WERE NOT SO, THEN, EVEN ON NON-APPREHENSION, THERE WOULD 
BE DOUBT ONLY (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person),—just as there is regarding the existence of certain 

THINGS.—^ThERE are SOME SAINTLY PERSONS TOO WHO ARE 
BELIEVED TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON.— 

It is also conceivable that the Omniscient Person, being 

SELF-LUMINOUS, PERCEIVES HiMSELF BY HiMSELF.—^FOR 
THESE REASONS THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THE NON-APPREHENSION OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 

BY all men .— (3289-3290) 

COMMENTARY. 

* If it were not so —^if there is no knowledge of the Souls of all men. 

‘ Like the existence of certain things ’;—i.e. as in the case of the 
existence of things far removed in place or time. 

What is meant is as follows :—^In the case of things far removed in space 
and time, even when the thing is not apprehended, there is always a suspicion 
regarding its existence,—even though there is non-apprehension of the thing ; 
in the same manner, it is only right that there should be suspicion regarding 
the existence of the Omniscient Person who has been apprehended (known) 
by other men. 
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Or, the meaning may be as follows :—Just as in regard to the Existence 
of the Omniscient Person, there is doubt, even though He has not been 
apprehended^—^in the same manner there would be doubt, even when His 
omniscience is apprehended; because both are equally liable to non- 
apprehension due to remoteness. 

Says the Opponent:—“ It is only right that there should be suspicion 
regarding the existence of things; because even when the thing is present, 
there is found to be non-apprehension of it; hence there is a probability that 
tt may he there ; in the case of the Omniscient Person, on the other hand, 
it is not possible for any man with limited vision to perceive Him; and no 
sane person can have any suspicion regarding the existence of an impossible 
thing 

The answer to this is—‘ There are some persons^ etc. etc.^ 

‘ Himself ’—^This has been asserted on the basis of the doctrines of other 
people.—This same idea is reiterated by the phrase ‘ by himself \ ‘ Atmd ’ 

—the Man.—* Luminom ’—^the Soul being of the nature of Consciousness 
and hence being like Light.—(3289-3290) 

The same idea is further supported :— 

TEXT (3291). 

Because the term ‘ all * stands for all living beings ; and the 
Person himself must be included in ‘ all ’; hence there can 

BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE NoN-APPREHBNSION 

(of the Omniscient Person).— (3291) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Per.*ion himself' —i.e. the Omuiscient Person.—(3291) 

The following might be urged—“ What are meant by the term ‘ all ’ 
are only men with limited vision, not the Omniscient Person ; hence there 
can be no suspicion regarding His existence 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 

TEXT (3292). 

By the exclusion of that one Person alone, what connection 
could there be (of this with the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person) ? One’s own illness does not 

CEASE MERELY BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE DO 
NOT KNOW OF IT.— (3292) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant by the exclusion of the Omniscient Person is that the 
Reason for the non-existence of the Omniscient Person consists in the fact 
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of his not being apprehended by other people who have limited vision,— 
then this Reason is Inconclusive ; because, like your own ‘ Non-apprehension 
the said Non-apprehension by other men of limited vision would have no 
‘ connection ’,—^in the shape of invariable concomitance—^with ‘ the non¬ 
existence of the Omniscient Person 

The second sentence—* One's ovm illness, etc, etc,' —^is meant to support 
the said absence of connection, —(3292) 

So far it has been proved that ‘ Non-apprehension ’ as the proof (for the 
non-existence of the Omniscient Person) is ‘ Inconclusive ’ as well as ‘ Inad¬ 
missible —^Now the author proceeds to show that the other Reason—‘ Because 
His body is envisaged by the only means of Cognition, Negation ’—^is ‘ doubt¬ 
ful—hence—inadmissible ’ :— 


TEXTS (3293-^3295). 

Even some men with limited vision do apprehend the Omniscient 
Person through Inference ; and it is only a few notions of 
some people that are perfectly correct. For instance, the 
PROOF OF the momentary CHARACTER OF THE VeDA, THE 
Earth and other things though clearly stated by us, 

HAS NOT BEEN UNDERSTOOD BY DULL-WITTED MEN, CON¬ 
SEQUENTLY, THE MATTER IS OPEN TO DOUBT AND THE 
ABSENCE OF APPREHENSION CANNOT BE CERTAIN,—SIMPLY 
BECAUSE SOME PEOPLE ABB SURE THAT THEY PERCEIVE 
His NON-EXISTENCE.— (3293-3295) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some clever men, even among men with limited vision, who do 
apprehend the Omniscient Person by means of Inference ; hence the pro¬ 
bability of His existence being there, the Reason—‘ because He forms the 
object of Negation as the Means of knowledge *—is open to the charge of 
being ‘ Doubtful—hence—Inadmissible —For instance, the fact of such things 
as the Vedic Word, the Earth, Mountains, Body, Diamond and the rest, 
being inomentary and Soul-less —though it is not apprehended by the beastly 
Mimdmsakas ,—is true, as proved by us through strong reasons. So that if, 
in regard to the Omniscient Person, proof is not found at the present 
moment, yet as His existence is probable, the matter may be in doubt; hence it 
cannot be admitted that the said Person is subject only to Negation, which 
consists in the absence of all the other five Means of Cognition;—such a 
Reason being open to doubt. 

‘ Because ’—there being no proof of it.—(3293-3295) 

Then again, it may be that all men with limited vision are not capable 
of inferring the existence of the Omniscient Person ; even so, the Reason of 
the other party remains Inconclusive.—^This is pointed out in the following.— 
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TEXT (3296). 

Even if there be no Inference, that alone cannot bring about 
CERTAINTY REGARDING mm-existence (of the Omniscient Person) ; 

AS IN the case of THE EXISTENCE OF THE FlRB WHICH HAS 
NOT YET BEGUN TO EMIT ITS EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 

Smoke. —(3296) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that Proof (Means of Cognition) cannot be 
the cause of things ; nor can it be their Pervader; how then can the absence 
of Proof mean the absence of the Thing ? For instance, in the case of the 
Fire in the heated Iron-ball,—while its effect in the shape of Smoke has not 
begun to appear, and it is still hidden inside a hut,—there is no Inference of 
it, because the Inferential Indicative (in the shape of Smoke) is not there ; 
and yet its existence does not cease (on that account),—and there can be no 
certainty regarding its non-existence ; in the same manner, in the proving 
of the Existence of the Omniscient Person, if there is no Inference, that 
makes the matter only doubtful. 

‘ That alone ’—that is, mere absence of Inference. 

‘ Asamdrahdha, etc. etc.* —^That Fire which has not begun to bring about 
its effect in the shape of smoke; in regard to the existence of this fire, there 
can be no certainty,—(3296) 

In the following Texts, the other Party shows that in the case of the hot 
Iron-ball, the root of the Doubt lies in Apprehension, while in the case of the 
Omniscient Person, there is no Apprehension at all,—hence there can be 
no reason for any doubt; and thus the Reason put forward by the Buddhist 
is Inconclusive;— 


TEXTS (3297-3298). 

“ In THE CASE OF A THING THAT HAS BEEN APPREHENDED AT SOME TIME 
OR THE OTHER, IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THERE MAY BE DOUBT ; AS FOB 
INSTANCE, IN THE CASE OF THE POST, WHICH PARTAKES OF THE 
NATURE OF BOTH FACTORS (OF THE DOUBT) ; BECAUSE THE 

Post and the Man have both been seen somewhere, 

THEREFORE IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THERE SHOULD 
BE DOUBT AS TO ITS BEING THIS OR THAT. 

The Omniscient Person, however, has 

NEVER BEEN THUS PERCEIVED.”— 

(3297-3298) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a certain thing has been seen somewhere previously,—^in regard 
to that alone, there may be doubt—e.g. in regard to the Post,—and not in 
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regard to anything else; because it is the Post which partakes of the nature 
of both (Man and Post).—If it were not so, then Doubts may arise in regard 
to even those things that have never been seen ; so that the condition necessary 
for all Doubt—viz. the partaking of the nature of both factors,—would not 
be present.—Thus it is only right that there should be doubt in regard to the 
existence of Fire in the Iron-ball;—not so in regard to the Omniscient 
Person ; as such a person has never been perceived.—(3297-3298) 

The Author’s answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXT (3299). 

In this manner, 0 clever man, the non-existence of your Mother’s 

MARRIAGE BECOMES ESTABLISHED ‘ FREE FROM ALL 
DOUBT ’.— (3299) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the idea is that there can be Doubt only in regard to a thing that has 
boon perceived some time or the other,—and in regard to all other things 
there should be certainty of non-exiatence, —then under that principle, the 
non-existence of your mother’s marriage becomes established, beyond all 
doubt; because you have never before perceived that marriage ; by virtue of 
which there could be no certainty regarding its non-existence. 

The rest of the objection is to be answered as before. 

‘ Clever man ’—is said in derision.—(3299) 

Says the Opponent—“ If such be the case, then there can be no basis 
for Doubt at all 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3300), 

We hold that there is Doubt also when there is no valid Cogni¬ 
tion ; IT ARISES IN regard TO existence as well as non¬ 
existence, FROM THE ABSENCE OP THE OPERATION 
OF ANY OF THE MbANS OF RiGHT COGNITION. 

—(3300) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ absence of the operation of any Means of Right Cognition ’ 
can always be shown in regard to both existence and non-existence of things ; 
hence there can be no restriction in this matter. Hence our explanation is 
that Doubt arises whenever there is no certainty (regarding either existence 
or non-existence). This has been thus declared—‘ Doubt is that wavering 
judgment in which the definite cognition of the specific character of any one 
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object is wanting,—^and it is due to-the uncertainty attaching to Perceptions 
and Non-perceptions ’ [Nydyasutra 1. 1. 23).—(3300) 

The following might be urged—“ In no case is it found that the Means 
of Cognition are not applicable to both existence and non-existence of a thing 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3301-3302). 

When there is a defect in the Eye, there is no cognition, even 

THOUGH THE THING IS THERE ; AND EVEN WHEN THE EyE IS FREE 
FROM DEFECTS, THERE IS NO COGNITION, BECAUSE THE THING IS 

NOT THERE ;—^AS IN THE CASE OF THINGS LIKE THE JaR.—^ThTO, 

INASMUCH AS MERE NoN-APPREHENSION (ABSENCE OF COGNITION) 

IS FOUND IN BOTH CASES, IT IS FAB BETTER TO HOLD THAT 
IT IS DOUBT THAT ARISES FROM THE NoN-APPBBHENSION 

OF THE Omniscient Person.— (3301-3302) 
COMMENTARY. 

Even when the object. Jar for instance, is there, if the man is without 
the Eye, he has no cognition of it;—^so also, even when the Eye is perfect, 
if the object is not there,—in the sense that it is not close by,— there is no 
cognition of it ; this clause has to bo construed here also ;—this is just what 
happens in the case of the Jar which is not there in a suitable place. 

‘ Mere Non-apprehension ’—i.e. non-apprehension without the qualihca- 
tion of ‘ perceptibility * of the thing concerned. 

* Found in both cases ’—i.e, in the case of existence and in the case of 
non-existence. 

‘ Tat ’—^Therefore. 

‘ It is far better, etc. etc.' —better than searching for a perfect source. For 
instance, when things have had the idea of their being due to a perfect source 
cut off by wrong cognition,—there may be a desire to look out for the perfect 
source; as has been declared in the words—‘ Two perceptions describe the 
junction, and two perceptions give rise to the desire * (?)—It is for this reason 
that our Teachers affirm the presence of Doubt in such cases, in the words— 

‘ If it is asked what is the proof for His existence ?—the answer is that, for 
this same reason, let the matter remain in Doubt ’.—(3301-3302) 

The following might be urged—“ If the Omniscient Person exists, why 
is He not seen by any one at any time ? If the view is that He can never be 
cognisable by men of limited vision,—even so, why is it that no action of 
His is ever perceived by any one ? Even though the Visual Organ itself 
is not perceptible, its action, in the shape of the visual perception, is not 
necessarily inapprehensible ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3303-3306). 

Though bxistent, He would not be seen directly by dull-witted 

PERSONS ; JUST LIKE THB CONCEPTIONS OF OTHER PEOPLE. NOR IS Hb 
CONSTANTLY ACTIVE, JUST AS THB FlRB IN THB IbON-BALL IS NOT 

ACTIVE. Even when there. His activity would not be 

PERCEPTIBLE, LIKE THE FEELING OP LOVE ARISING IN OTHERS OUT OF 
THEIR FANCIES. EvBN IF HiS ACTIVITY WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE, HiS 
CONNECTION WITH SUCH ACTION WOULD NOT BE COGNISED ; BECAUSE 
THE PERSON KNOWING ALL THINGS IS ALWAYS IMPERCEPTIBLE 
FOR PEOPLE WHOSE EYE OF COGNITION IS DULL. It IS FOR 
THIS REASON THAT HiS EXISTENCE CANNOT BE PROVED BY MEANS 

OP Inference. It has been ai^beady explained that there can 
BE NO ‘Cause ’ or ‘ Pervadbr’ in His case. And yet it has 

BEEN seen that EVEN WHEN THE INFERENCE OF THE THING IS NOT 
POSSIBLE, THB THING DOBS EXIST. THUS IT IS THAT THB MATTER 
(OP THE NON-EXISTENCE OP THB OMNISCIENT PERSON) REMAINS IN 
DOUBT.— (3303-3306) 

COMMENTARY. 

* SdJc^dt \ ‘ Directly ’, is to be construed with ‘ Nlk^yeta ‘ would not 
be seen 

As a matter of fact, there is nothing that must be cognised once,—on the 
basis of which it could be argued that “ because there is no Cognition of the 
Omniscient Person, He cannot exist ” ;—because the conception of one man, 
though existent, is not cognised by other men. Nor is it necessary that 
causes should always be bringing about their effects,—on the ground whereof 
it could bo argued that—“ as the action of the Omniscient Person is not 
perceptible. Ho cannot exist ” ; because it is found that even when the Fir© 
in the Red Hot Iron has not begun to produce Smoke, it is still seen there. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) that Causes are constantly active in 
bringing about their Effects ; even so, there can be no certainty regarding the 
absence of those Effects; because all the Effects that are produced are not 
always perceived ; and it is only if it were so, that the non-j^erception of tiie 
Effect could prove the non-existence of the Cause; because, even when pro¬ 
duced, the Effect is not always perceived ;—‘ as in the case of the Love pro- 
ceeding from fancies, in other men ’; in the case of another person, it is found 
that though Love has been produced in his mind by fancies regarding the 
agreeable character of things,—^such Love is not perceived by other men; 
and yet it is not regarded as non-existent. 

Or, even in cases where the effect is perceived, if its cause is something 
imperceptible,—and the observer is unable to perceive its affirmative and 
negative concomitances,—no inference of that cause is possible. Similarly 
even when the Omniscient Person is there, it is quite possible that His exist¬ 
ence cannot be proved by Inference. 

‘ People whose eye of Cognition is duU.^ The Cognition is the Eye ; and 
those whose this eye is dull. 

46 
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Then again, it has been pointed out before that the Means of Cognition 
cannot be the ‘ cause ’ or the * pervader ’ of things ; how then, can the absence 
of Inference—^which is neither the ‘ cause * nor the ‘ pervader * of the thing 
in question (the Omniscient Person),—^lead to the absence of that thing ?— 
The compound ‘ ahMtvavydpakam * is Copulative—^what is ‘ not caiise — 
nor pervader \ 

Nor can it be asserted that—“when the Means of Cognition called 
‘ Inference * is inoperative,—even though it is neither the ‘ Cause ’ nor the 
‘ Pervader ’ of the thing concerned,—^the thing is actually found to be non¬ 
existent ; and there can be nothing incongruous in what is actually seen 

In view of such an assertion, the Text adds—‘ Even when the Inference is 
not possible, etc, etc ,\—^Even when the Inference is not there, the thing in 
question has been found to exist; as in the case of the Red-hot Iron-Ball; 
as has been pointed out already.—(3303-“3306) 

Having thus shown in detail that there is no possibility of any proof 
in support of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person,—^the author sums 
up his view :— 

TEXT (3307). 

Thus, then, thebe is nothing that can set aside the existence of 
THE Omniscient Pebson ; the pboof in suppobt op His 
existence is going to be adduced later on.— 

(3307) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that—“ as there is no proof for setting aside the 
Person, so you have none in support of His existence ”. 

The answer to this is that—‘ The proof in support, etc* etc .*—(3307) 

It has been argued by the other party imder Teod 3138, that—“ If an 
attempt were made to prove that one has the knowledge of the details of 
all the individuals and components of the whole world,—^it would be futile 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3308). 

It is with a totally different motive that the wise Buddhists 

MARE AN ATTEMPT TO ESTABLISH THE KNOWLEDGE OP ALL THINGS, 

—^EVBN THOUGH SUCH ATTEMPT PROVE FUTTLB.— (3308) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ With a different motive * —^with another intention.—(3308) 

Question :—“ What is that motive ? ” 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3309). 

What is primarily and directly understood by us is that there 
IS A Person who knows the means of attaining Heaven 
AND Liberation ;—^but not this alone ; it is also 
believed that there is a Person who also 
KNOWS all THINOS.— (3309) 

COMMENTARY. 

What we are primarily concerned with proving is the fact that the Blessed 
Lord knows the means of attaining Heaven and Liberation ; as for the proving 
of the fact of His knowing all things, without exception, that is done only 
incidentally ; what we mean is that in matters other than Heaven and Libera¬ 
tion also, the knowledge of the Blessed Lord is not hampered by obstacles, 
and hence knowing all things, if He becomes Omniscient, there is nothing 
to prevent it. Hence it is not right for the wise to deny such omniscience ; 
but for those who seek to be sure of the omniscience, it is only right that they 
should try to secure that certainty. This is what is meant by us.—(3309) 

Thus then, there being no proof against the existence of the Omniscient 
Person,—^and clear proof of His existence going to be set forth later on,— 
the definite denial that you mcJke of the Omniscient Person, whose recognition 
is certain, can be due only to delusion. 

This is what is pointed out in the following;— 

TEXT (3310). 

Thus then, there being no reasons against, while there is clear 
reason in support of it,—^why should dull-witted persons 
object to the idea of the OiSniscient Person ? —(3310) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“ We deny the Omniscient Person because 
we think that there is no proof in support of the existence of such a Person ; 
and we do not deny Him through delusion ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3311). 

Even if there be no proof in support of it,— so long as there is no 

REASON DEFINITELY AGAINST IT,—THE MATTER SHOULD REMAIN 
IN DOUBT ; ON WHAT COULD THIS CERTAINTY OF THESE 
PEOPLE BE BASED ?— (3311) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is said here is on granting the position of the Opponent for the 
sake of argument; in reality, there is definite proof in support, as is going to 
be shown later on. 
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‘ This certainty *—^i.e. the certainty of the Mlmamsakaa that “ the Om¬ 
niscient Person does not exist —(3311) 

The following assertion has been made by you Mimamsakas —“ The 
Veda can make known such things as the past, the present, the future, the 
subtle, the hidden and so forth; which cannot be done by any other Sense- 
organ ” {Shabara-Bhdsya 1. 1. 2).—^This is also a mere assertion without 
any reason,—based upon sheer faith.—This is what is shown in the 
following:— 

TEXT (3312). 

The assertion that—“ the Veda alone—and nothing else—^ is 

ABLE TO PROVIDE KNOWLEDGE OF THE PAST, ETC.—COULD BE 
TRUE ONLY IF THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE OTHER 
SOURCES WERE CERTAIN.— (3312) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Nothing else ’—in the shape of Perception by the Omniscient Person 
and so forth. 

‘ The non-existence of other sources ’;—if it were quite certain that the 
other source, in the shape of the Omniscient Person is non-existent,—then 
alone, not otherwise, could it be reasonable to make the above assertion ; as 
any such restriction would, under the circumstances, be meaningless.—(3312) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaka under Texts 3140-3141 that— 
“ By proving the existence of the Person knowing only Dhanna and Adhamia 
whom the Buddhist postulate.s, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows^— 

TEXTS (3313-3314). 

The proof in support of the person knowing Primordial Matter 
AND THE Spirit and other things, as also of the person know¬ 
ing all things, has been already declared before, and 

LATER ON ANOTHER PROOF ALSO IS GOING TO BE SET FORTH. 

—whence it IS NOT FOR NOTHING THAT PEOPLE TAKE 
THE TROUBLE OF PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF THE 
PERSON KNOWING THE MINUTE DETAILS OF 
THE WHOLE WORLD, BY MEANS OF EN¬ 
THUSIASTIC TREATISES AND DISCUS¬ 
SIONS.— (3313-3314) 

COMMENTARY. 

When we try to prove the existence of the Omniscient Person, we do 
not give up all considerations regarding that Person Himself; in fact our 
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effort is directed towards, the proving of the existence of the Person who knows 
the principal factor of DJiarma itself. Thus on a previous occasion, under 
Text 3267, we have set forth the proof, in the shape of Presumption, in due 
accordance with your own view,—whore we pointed out that ‘ your denial 
of the Omniscient Person is set aside by the acceptance of the knower of 
Dhamm^ on the strength of Presumption ’;—^and wo aro also going to set 
forth another proof, in the shape of Inference.—It is not for nothing 
that people take all this trouble,—in fact, it is for a very right and proper 
purpose.—(3313-3314) 

It has been argued by the MlmdmsaJca, under Text 3142, that— 
“ Perception and the other Moans of Cognition regarding the Omniscient 
Person having been discarded, it would follow that Morality and Immorality 
are cognisable through the reliable Word only 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3316). 

As Perception and other Means of Cognition regarding the 
Omniscient Person cannot be discarded, it does not follow 
THAT Morality and Immorality are cognisable through 
THE RELIABLE WORD ONLY.— (3316) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 3143, that—“ this 
alone being sufficient to establish the doctrine of the Mlmdmaaka^ if an 
attempt is made to refute the existence of the Omniscient Person, it is like 
an attempt to kill what is alreiuiy dead ”, 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


^ TEXT (3316). 

The DOCTRINE OF THE Mlmdmsaka being thus demolished, the 
ATTEMPT THAT THE OTHER PARTY HAS MADE TO REFUTE THE 

Omniscient Person has been made through 
sheer stupidity.—(3316) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Demolished ’—^By the existence of the Omniscient Person being 
established. 

‘ Other 'party ’—the Mimdmsakas, —(3316) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka imder Text 3144, that—“ The 
Person cognisant of Dharma having been refuted, on the ground of his v^ 
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root being out off,—^if people go on asserting the existence of Omniscient 
Persons, it is like the thumping of husks 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3317). 

The ‘ PBBSON cognisant of DhABMA ’ not being RBFtrTBD, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE ROOT NOT BEING OUT OFF,—IF PEOPLE HAVE ASSERTED 
THE EXISTENCE OF OMNISCIENT PERSONS THEY HAVE 
SHOWN THEIR WISDOM BY THIS.— (3317) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is an * a * suppressed before ‘ ha^ \ 

^People ’—^The Buddhists.—(3317) 


It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Text 3146, that—“ If 
the Person had the direct perception of all things, then He would have direct 
knowledge of such tastes, etc. also as are unclean; who could assume the 
existence of such an Omniscient Person ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3318-3319). 

If THE Omnisciwt Person had experienced the unclean Taste, etc. 
THROUGH THE CONTACT OF HIS GeSTATORY OrgAN, THEN ALONE 
COULD He be regarded as blameworthy. As a matter of 
FACT however, THINGS,—^EVEN THOSE THAT ARE DEPRE¬ 
CATED UNDER ^ ILLUSION \—^BECOME COGNISED BY HiM 
WITHOUT ACTUAL CONTACT, THROUGH THE MiND, 

WHOSE PEBCEPTIVBNBSS HAS BEEN BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY THE IMPRESSIONS OP PAST 

EXPERIENCES.— (3318-3319) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Omniscient Person had direct experience of the said tastes, etc. 
—even then that would not detract from His being the ‘ knower of Dharma \ 
^If it is urged that—“ He would become blameworthy **,—^the answer is 
as followsThe man who experiences the said Taste, etc. through the 
direct contact of these with the gestatory organ, becomes blameworthy; 
the Blessed Lord, however, has no such perception ; He perceives things only 
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through the Mind, and that also without its coming into contact with the 
thing ; hence He is not regarded by people as blameworthy. 

As a matter of fact, there is no one who is really blameworthy ; because 
' blame * is not something fixed, it is relative; for instance, what may be 
‘ blameworthy ’ for the Vedic Scholar, is not so for the low-bom; what 
happens in the world is that, under the spell of Illusion, Wine and such 
things are considered evil. But even so, if the Blessed Lord perceived these. 
He would not be ‘ blameworthy ’; because His perception of these is purely 
mental. 

The following might be urged—“ When other people suffer from tasting 
wine through its contact with the Gestatory Organ, so would He suffer from 
experiencing it through the Mind ”. 

That is not so. When the Taste, etc. are experienced through the 
contact of the Sense-organs, they either benefit or injure that organ and hence 
become sources of pain, etc. ; but they are known to be the source of pain 
and suffering, not for all men, but only for some men whose mind has become 
disordered through the influence of their past misdeeds. For instance. 
Water becomes Pus for only some dead people, not for all.—^All this, how¬ 
ever, is not there in the case of the Blessed Lord. Because His 
experiences being through the Mind, there is no possibility of injury to the 
Sense-organs; specially because the Lord having all his five-fold activity 
free from the impurities of the ‘ Afflictions ’,—^there is no possibility of his 
actions being infiuenced by the Afflictions. Nor is His Mind capable of being 
disordered, because He cognises all things in their right form and as evanescent. 
For these reasons, in the case of the Blessed Lord, there is no possibility of 
even mental pain, in the shape of unhappiness, etc.; specially because all these 
have their source in delusion. 

All these objections, however, arise only if the External World exists; 
under the doctrine of Idealism, there is no room for all this at all.—^For 
instance, for Idealists, there being no Colour-phase, there can be nothmg 
‘ imclean ’ for them in reality; nor can there be any impression due to 
that; because all this arises from Ideas only. All these therefore do not 
appear within range of the vision of persons who have realised the Highest 
Truth and have shaken oil all impurities; just as, on being cured of visual 
disorder, people do not have any illusory cognitions like the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ and 
the like. This has been thus declared :—‘ The unclean Taste and other things 
manifest themselves only through Ignorance ; hence they are imperceptible 
(for the Wise One); just like the second Moop 

On the other hand, the Brdhmana has resounding within his mouth, the 
words of the Veda, which, being all-pervading, are in contact with all imclean 
places ; as such, how can he be free from blame ?—(3318-3319) 


It has been argued by the Mxmdmsaka under TexI 3146, that—“The 
woids of Buddha and others are not found to provide any knowledge of what is 
contained in the Vedas, etc.;—^how then can such persons be regarded as 
omniscient, without reason ? “ 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (3320-3321). 

It is because no word op Tdyin are found to provide knowledge op 

THINGS MENTIONED IN THE VeDA, THAT HE IS ‘ OMNISCIENT It IS 
QUITE POSSIBLE TOO THAT He HAD KNOWLEDGE OP ALL FALSE 
PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES ALSO ; AS HB DOBS MAKE THE 
DECLARATION THAT WHAT IS ASSERTED IN THE VbDA 
REGARDING THE SoUL AND OTHER THINGS IS 
WRONG.— (3320-3321 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

A man becomes ‘ omniscient * by knowing everything exactly as it 
exists, in its true or other forms ; and things that are spoken of in the Veda 
do not exist exactly as described there; as they are found to be annulled 
by proofs. How then could man be a ‘ knower of truth ’ by expounding 
things exactly as they are taught in the Veda ?—^It cannot be asserted that 
the Buddha did not know these things at all—not even as false ; because they 
were actually known to Him as such. For instance, it has been pointed out by 
Him that Animal-sacrifice and other evil paths of action load to damnation ; 
He says—‘ There is no such thing as the Sovly all those things that are there 
are the effects of causes ’; where He has declared that the Soul and other 
things are non-existent. Thus it is not true that the Blessed Lord had no 
knowledge of the things taught in the Veda.—(3320-3321) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka under Text 3147, that—“If 
things not mentioned in one’s own books were held to be known to him, then, 
by merely composing one’s own poems, poets would be omniscient 
The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (3322). 

The doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’ has been clearly taught by Him for 
THE benefit of HiS DISCIPLES—THE DOCTRINE WHICH IS THE 
UNIQUE GATEWAY TO THE HIGHEST GoOD, AND THE 
FRIGHT OF ALL UPHOLDERS OF WRONG DOC¬ 
TRINES.—(3322) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Unique ,’—because not understood by other philosophers; all these 
being enmeshed in the false doctrines of the Soul. All these qiialifications 
apply to the ‘ doctrine of No-soul \ 

‘ Gateway to the Highest Good ;—^it is so called because it is the means of 
entering Nirvana ; it is Nirvana that is meant by the term ‘ shiva ’, ‘ Highest 
Good ’. 
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" Kudf^lnam ^—Those upholding wrong doctrines, regarding the Soul 
and other things.—^The Path taught by Buddha is the ‘fright’—inspires 
fear in those childish people who have their faith fixed in false doctrines.— 
This has been thus declared—‘ The childish man is always beset with such 
fears as— I am not^ I may cease to exist, naught is mine, nothing shall be mine ; 
the wise one is without fear 

What is meant by this is that men who are obsessed with false doctrines 
cannot even speak of the True Doctrine, how can they understand it ?—(3322) 


The following Texts point out that the True Doctrine has never been 
known before by people at the stage of the common man :— 


TEXTS (3323-3324). 

It is not known to the worldly man ; when known, it sets aside 

ALL evil ; FOR THOSE WHO ABB DEVOTED TO ITS PRACTICE, IT IS A 

VERITABLE MINE OP VALUABLE QUAUTIBS. If THE POBTS 

KNOW THIS Highest Truth, then who is there who 

WOULD NOT REGARD THEM, KNOWING THE PRIMORDIAL 
Matter, the Spirit and other things, as 
omniscient ?—(3323-3324) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Not known to *—not practised by—‘ worldly man ’—common people. 

Question :—“ In what way does it benefit people—^that it has been 
taught by the Lord ? ” 

Answer : —‘ When known, etc. etc.* —^when it becomes ‘ known ’— 
directly and realised,—it sets aside the whole lot of evils, such as the Afflic¬ 
tions, Birth and so forth. Even subsequently, when it is practised, it brings 
about excellent qualities. 

If such a truth, leading as it does to the fulfilment of the Highest Good, 
is known to the Poets,—they may very well be ‘ omniscient ’; we do not for a 
moment think that omniscience is confined to a single Person; in fact, who¬ 
ever is cognisant of the said Truth, he alone, no one else, is held by us to 
be omniscient. Such knowledge, however, does not belong to the Poets; 
hence the contingency that has been urged does not arise.—(3323-3324) 


The following Texts show that what has been jiist said disposes of what 
has been urged by the other Party imder Text 3148, to the effect that— 
“ There being many Omniscient Persons, imparting mutually contradictory 
teachings,—how can any one be singled out as the One Omniscient Person ? ** 
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TEXTS (3325-3330). 

This knowledge of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul * as described dobs not 
BELONG TO VardhamdTW, and others ; in fact, all philosophers 
HAVE become lost IN THE DOCTRINE OF THE ‘ SoUL —^AlL SUCH 
DOCTRINES AS THE * Syodvoda * AND OTHERS INVOLVING THE NOTIONS 
OF THINGS BEING noUmomentary ^ are discarded by direct Per¬ 
ception ; how then can Persons who have asserted many 

SUCH UNREASONABLE THINGS BE ‘ OMNISCIENT * ? PEOPLE WHO 
TREMBLE OVER THINGS THAT ARE PERCEPTIBLE AND KNOWN EVEN 
TO THE PLOUGHMAN,—^HOW COULD THEY EVER HAVE ANY CLEAR 
KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS THAT ARE BEYOND THE SENSES ? THUS 
THE FACT OF THESE PERSONS BEING NOT-OMNISCIBNT IS CLEARLY 
UNDERSTOOD FROM THEIR BEING ATTACHED TO WRONG DOCTRINES 
AND EXPOUNDING WRONG TEACHINGS ; JUST IN THE SAME WAY AS 
ANY OTHER MAN WHO PERCEIVES THE man IN THE Po8t IS SAID TO 
BE mistaken. —One is to be recognised as omniscient only 

WHEN he HAS BEEN FOUND TO SATISFY ALL TESTS AND ALL REASONS, 
AND HAS BEEN FOUND TO HAVE THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS. 
—^ThUS THEN OUR REASON SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS BEING 
ONE WHOSE CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT.— (3325-3330) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the said knowledge of TriUh belonged to Vardhamdna, Kapila and 
others,—^then they also might be omniscient. As a matter of fact however, 
all these persons have been hold in the clutches of the crocodile of the false 
doctrine of the * Soul which is the root of all evil,—and have taught that 
things are not-momentary and so forth, which are all annulled by Perception 
and other forms of Cognition ;—^being thus found to be tripping even in 
regard to things known even to the veriest child, how could their knowledge 
of supersensuous things ever fall within range of possibility,—in view of which 
it could he asked—“ what proof is there that Kapila is not omniscient ? ” 
[as has been asked by the other party under Text 3149].—^Because there is 
the following proof available which can be clearly stated :—^People who are 
attached to false doctrines cannot be omniscient;—e.g. the man who mistakes 
the Post for the Man ;— Vardhamdna and others are actually attached to 
false doctrines ;—hence there is apprehension of something pervaded by its 
contradictory; as ‘ attachment to false doctrines * is pervaded by ‘ being 
non-omniscienl \ which is the contradictory of ‘ omniscience —The Reason 
here put forward cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible ’; because by all sorts of 
tests it has been shown that all these Teachers have taught false doctrines.— 
Nor can the Reason be said to be * inconclusive on the ground of its exclusion 
from the contrary of the Probandum being doubtful; because omniscience 
has been held to depend upon the full knowledge of all things without excep¬ 
tion ; and a person who possesses True Knowledge can never have any false 
idea of things at all.—(3325-3330) 
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The following might be urged—“ If these Teachers have taught false 
doctrines,—even so, it cannot be deduced from this that they are addicted 
to the false notions of things ; because it is open to men to ewt contrary to 
their convictions,—the tendencies of men being peculiarly divergent; conse¬ 
quently, your Reason is ‘ doubtful—hence—^inadmissible 
The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3331). 

If the ASSERTION OF THESE TEACHERS REGARDING THE ‘ Syodvdda ’ 

AND OTHER DOCTRINES BE SAID TO HAVE BEEN MADE WITH 
SOME (other) MOTIVE,—THEN (WE ASK)—WHAT IS THAT 
FORM OP THINGS WHICH THEY HOLD TO BE 
REAL AND TRUE ?— (3331) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be said that—“ it is with some other motive that these Teachers 
have asserted the doctrines of Syddvdda, etc., which are against all canons of 
truth *’ ;—then (our answer is that) let them assert the doctrines ; we do not 
wish to prove that Vardh^mdna, etc. are, by themselves, non-omniscierU ; all 
that we have done is to put forward the diversity of opinion among these 
Teachers, as a proof in answer to the question that you, taking your stand 
upon the mutually contradictory doctrines taught by Kapila and others, have 
asked—“ If Bvddha is omniscient, what is the proof that Kapila is not so ? ” 
Hence our Reason cannot be ‘ inadmissible ’. 

Then again, if what heis been asserted by them has some other motive 
behind it, then it behoves you to explain what, according to them, is the 
real nature of things.—(3331) 


TEXTS (3332-3333). 

“ There is no soul ;—things are momentary and so forth.”—^If that 
IS so, THESE Teachers are omniscient ; because they have 

DIRECTLY PERCEIVED THE TRUE NATURE OF ALL THINGS. In 
THAT CASE THEY ARB ALL OMNISCIENT, HOLDING THE SAME 
VIEW OF THINGS. As FOR THE MUTUALLY CONTRADIC¬ 
TORY TEACHINGS, THEY NEVER EXPOUNDED ANY 
SUCH TEACHINGS,—THEY MEANT SOMETHING 
QUITE DIFFERENT,— (3332-3333) 

COMMENTARY. 

Being questioned as above, the other Party answers—“ The correct 
teaching according to these Teachers is that there is no soul, things are 
momentary, and so forth 
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If this is the answer, then it means that there is no di^erenoe of opinion 
between these Teachers and Buddha ; hence our Reason would not be ‘ in¬ 
admissible \ 

The Author therefore says in his reply—‘ If that is ao^ etc, etc,"* —^We do not 
mean to point our finger to any one Person and say that ‘ He is omniscient 
we only assert it in a general way that ‘ there are omniscient persons 
If it is admitted that Kapila and others also have the said knowledge of truth, 
then you should not say—“ why is there a difference of opinion between the 
two ” ?—Because under the circumstances, they would all be of the same 
opinion. 

Then, as regards the mutually contradictory teachings of these Teachers, . 
—it will have to be interpreted in some other way ; for people holding the same 
opinions cannot expound contradictory teachings;—the only right view is 
that all of them expound only the true nature of things. Hence whenever 
one meets with a diversity of opinion, he should understand that its meaning 
is something quite different. 

In case they are held to bo holders of divergent opinions, there 
can be no room for the question—“ who is the one to be selected as omni¬ 
scient ? ” (as has been asked by the other party in Text 3148). Because in 
that case Sugata (Buddha) would be selected as the only person possessing 
the said knowledge and hence being omniacient, —^and no other person could 
be so regarded.—(3332-3333) 

Then again, if Kapila and others are accepted as holding the said opinion 
regarding things, then they become Buddhas themselves,—^This is what is 
pointed out in the following;— 


TEXTS (3334-3335). 

The Buddhas are omniscient only because they have the direct 

KNOWLEDGE OF TRUTH REGARDING ALL THINGS, AS EXPLAINED ABOVE. 

Ip then THIS SAME KNOWLEDGE BELONGS TO THE OTHER 

Teachers also, then they also are ‘ Buddhas ’ and their 
‘ Buddha-hood ’ does not differ from that op the 
Buddha ; because they also possess perfect 

KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS IS THE SOLE CHARAC¬ 
TERISTIC OF THE Buddha. — (3334-3335) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Truth * whose character has been explained as consisting in there 
being no Soul, etc. etc. 

‘ Tls&m *—of Vardhamdna and others. 

* This *—^i.e. possessing perfect knowledge. 

‘ Tasya ’—of Buddha-hood. Because that person is called ‘ Sugata ’ 
(Buddha) who has attained the perfect knowledge of there being no Soul, 
and has got rid of all that obscures the right view of things.—(3334-3335) 
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Further, even if what is proved is omniscience in general, by implication 
it becomes recognised as belonging to the Blessed Lord only,—^This is what 
is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXT (3336). 

Thus, though the Omniscient Person whose existence has been 

PROVED IS ONLY SUCH A PERSON IN GENERAL, YET IN REALITY, IT IS 
BvMha ALONE WHO STANDS OUT AS THE ONLY SUCH PERSON ; AS 
IT IS ONLY He in WHOM ALL THE CHARACTERISTICS OF 

THE Omniscient Person are present.— (3336) 
COMMENTARY. 

* Tat *—Thus, therefore ‘As it is, etc, etc,*; because it is only He in whom 
all the characteristics of the Omniscient Person are present.—(3336) 

Question :—“ Without such specification, how can this idea be got at ? ” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3337). 

Even when one is specifically singled out, that person alone 
COULD BE omniscient WHO KNOWS THE WHOLE WORLD IN ITS 
REAL POEM OF ‘ BEING WITHOUT SoUL ’ AND THE 
REST.— (3337) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the definition of the Omniscient Person is stated in the general 
form that—‘ That Person is Omniscient who knows the whole world in its 
real form of being without Soul and the rest ’,—it follows by implication 
that the particular person who fulfills the conditions of this definition is 
meant to be Omniscient; and hence it is not necessary to specify that Person. 
As a matter of fact, it is only oiu* Blessed Lord—^and none else—^who fulfills 
all the conditions of the said definition of the ‘ Omniscient Person ’; as it is 
only He who has expounded in various ways the truth regarding what should 
bo sought for and what rejected,—along with the means of the same, in the 
shape of the ‘ Four Truths ’ in their perfect form. If a man does not know 
a thing, he cannot expound teachings tliat are jjerfect and true as regards the 
real state of that thing.—^This has been thus declared—‘ The expounding of 
the imperceptible to be secured and the means thereof is an extremely 
difficult task *.—(3337) 

Question :—“ Even though He knows the World as soul-less, etc, how does 
he become omniscient ? ’* 

Answer :— 
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TEXT (3338). 

When obe has perceived the fact of there being no Soul ^—^no 

DEFECT CAN OBTAIN A FOOTING IN HIM ; BECAUSE IT IS ITS 
CONTRADICTORY. JuST AS WHEN THE BRIGHT 
LAMP IS THERE, THERE CAN BE NO DARK¬ 
NESS.— (3338) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Omniscience follows from the removal of Hindrance 
of Afflictions and the Hindrance of cognisable things ;—it is the Afflictions 
themselves, in the form of Love, Hate, etc.—^which obstruct the perception 
of the real nature of things,—^which are called ‘ the cover of the Afflictions ’; 
and ‘ the cover of cognisable things ’ consists in the want of capacity to 
discern all about things to be secured and to be rejected, and also the inability 
to describe them. Of these two, ‘ the cover of the Afflictions ’ is removed by 
the direct perception of the fact of there being no-Soul ; and ‘ the cover of 
cognisable things * is removed by the faithful and intense and long-continued 
meditation upon the said Soul-less-ness. All those Afflictions—Love, Hate 
and the rest—^have their root in wrong notions of the Soul^ as has been 
found through positive and negative concomitance ; and they do not proceed 
from the external things ; because, even when the external thing is there, the 
said Afflictions do not appear without feelings of agreeableness, etc. (?); and 
conversely, even when the external thing is not there, they appear, when the 
man is face to face with agreeableness, etc. (?); and when the presence 
and absence of one thing do not follow the presence and absence of another 
thing, this latter cannot be the cause of the former; if it were so, there 
would be incongruities. 

Nor can these Afflictions subsist in the Soul postulated by other philo¬ 
sophers ; because such a Soul has been already rejected.—^But even if such a 
Soul existed, there would be constant appearance of the Afflictions of Love, 
etc.; because the Soul, which ex-hypoihesi, is the cause of the appearance and 
continuance of the Afflictions, would be always present in its perfect form; 
specially as the Eternal Oause cannot have any potencies imposed upon 
it by anything else, it could not stand in need of the help of anything else. 
All this has been discussed in several places.—Further, as one and the same 
thing has been denied to be the substratum of both the existent and the 
non-existent, it cannot be right to hold that these Afflictions subsist in any¬ 
thing.—^From all this it follows that these Afflictions cannot be related to 
any Eternal Cause. 

Nor can they proceed from the external things. They really proceed 
from the wrong notion of the ‘ Soul ’. For instance, unless one has the notion 
of ‘ I *, he cannot have self-love; and unless he has the notion of * mine ’, 
he cannot have the idea of an 3 rthing being conducive to bringing pleasure to 
himself, and he cannot be attached to it as his ‘ own ’ ; Hatred also towards 
anything does not appear unless one recognises that it is conducive to 
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bringing pain to himself; because there can be hatred against what is not 
harmful to what is his oum, or aigainst what removes that harm. 

Similarly with regard to Namet etc. also. 

From all this it is clear that the notion of ‘ Soul *, which has persisted 
from time without beginning, having been brought about, the repeated 
notion of similar ‘ Souls * is what produces the notion of ‘ one’s own * ; 
these two produce Love for ‘ one’s own ’ ; this produces Hatred and the 
rest; from this positive and negative concomitance, it is clearly known to 
all men, down to the very cowherd, that all these Afflictions—Love, etc.— 
have their root in the notion of ‘ one’s own ’, which proceeds from the notion 
of one’s self or soul. 

Contrary to this idea of ‘ Soul ’ is the idea of ‘ No-Soul ’; because this 
rests upon a form quite the reverse of the former. It is incompatible too 
that both these— Soul and No-Soul —should be identical or co-exist in any 
one ‘ Chain ’ ; because these are as contrary to each other as the notions of 
‘ serpent ’ and ‘ rope ’ with regard to the same object. Thus the doctrine 
of ‘ No-soul ’ being contrary to the doctrine of ‘ Soul it becomes contrary 
to—^incompatible with—Love, Hatred and other Afflictions also ; just as Fire 
is contrary to the shivering caused by cold.—Consequently, when one has 
directly realised the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’—^which is incompatible with all 
Defects and Aberrations,—its contrary—^in the shape of the whole host 
Love and other defects—ceases to exist; just as Darkness ceases in a place 
flooded with light. It is in this way that the ‘ cover of Afflictions ’ becomes 
set aside by the realisation of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’. 

The argument may be formulated thus :—^When the contrary of a certain 
thing obtains a footing at a certain place, then that thing itself cannot 
secure a footing,—e.g. Darkness does not secure a footing at a place Hooded 
with lamp-light;—there is perception of ‘ No-soul ’, which is contrary to 
the whole host of defects, in the Person who has realised the doctrine of 
• No-soul ’; hence there is apprehension of the contrary. 

The following might be lu’ged—“ When the mind is obsessed with the 
idea of ‘ No-Soul ’, there is no room for the appearance of its contrary, the 
idea of the ‘ Soul ’ ; similarly there is no room for the appearance of the idea 
of ‘ No-soul ’ when the Mind is obsessed with the idea of the ‘ Soul ’ ; because 
the incompatibility rests equally in both. Consequently (as practically all 
men have their minds obsessed with the idea of ‘ Soul ’) no one could have the 
idea of ‘ No-soul ’ at all; and to that extent your Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’.— 
There may or may not be the idea of ‘ No-soul ’; even as these two—‘ Soul ’ 
and ‘ No-soul ’ are not absolutely destructive of one another,—as is the case 
with Love and Hate, or Pleasure and Pain. Then again, what you have 
sought to prove is the absolute destruction (removal) of one by the other, 
and not mere absence of co-existence; hence your Reason is also ‘ Incon¬ 
clusive ’. As a matter of fact, too, we find Love, Hate and the rest appearing 
in their full force even in good men. For this reason also, your Reason is 
‘ Inconclusive *.” 

It is not so,—^we reply. If it were absolutely impossible for the con¬ 
ception of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul * to appear in the ‘ chedn ’ of a man whose 
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Afflictions have not been destroyed,—^then there would be no room for the 
appearance of the notion of ‘ No-soul ’; as a matter of fact, however, it is a 
fact of common experience that the notion of ‘ No-soul ’ presents itself before 
aU men; and when this same notion is pondered over, it reaches to high stages, 
—^just like the conception of a young woman,—and subsequently becomes 
quite clearly perceptible, and ultimately reaches the stage of direct perception, 
—as envisaging a directly perceived thing; how then can it be impossible for 
the notion of ‘ no-soul ’ to appear in the mind of men ? 

Then again, in a place wrapped in darkness, there is possibility of light 
appearing after some time;—so here also why should not there be the possibility 
of the appearance of the notion of ‘ No-soul * ? 

It camiot be said that “ the said conception of ‘ No-soul * cannot appear 
in any man;—^which could lead to the appearance of the perceptional Cogni¬ 
tion ”•—^Because, the reason has to be pointed out why this is not possible. 

For instance, what would be the reason for no use being made of the 
said conception ? Would it lie in the fact of no one wanting it,—and all 
activity of sane men being accompanied by some desire ?—Or, even if they 
desire it, the sane man does not have recourse to activity, because he has no 
knowledge of what has got to be avoided,—^and unless a Defect is known, it 
cannot be avoided.—Or, even though he knows the Defect, the man knows 
that the Defect is permanent and hence does not put forth any effort to 
remove it, because what is permanent cannot be removed.—Or, even if the 
Defects are not permanent, one recognises the fact of their having no cause 
and desists from any activity towards their removal,—^because what is self- 
sufficient can never be set aside.—Or, even though they have causes, 
there is no certain knowledge of such causes, and hence one does not pay 
any heed to the said conception,—because, as in the case of disease, it could 
not be removed until its cause were definitely ascertained ?—Or, even if their 
cause is known, is it that the intelligent man knows that cause to be eternal 
and hence does not dare to try to remove it,—^because if the cause is present 
in its efficient condition, the effect cannot be restrained ?—Or even though 
the cause is non-eternal, the man, seeing that Defects are inherent in all 
living beings, does not make an attempt to remove them,—because what 
forms the very nature of the thing cannot be set aside.—Or, if the Defects 
do not form part of the nature of the beings, the man desists because there 
are no means of removing them,—because unless the means is there, the 
end cannot be attained;—or, even if the means are there, its use would be 
impossible, because the man does not know them,—because what is not known 
cannot l>e used.—Or oven though he knows the means, he does not employ 
them because he considers it impossible for the conception to reach—by 
jumping as it were,—the highest stage, on account of there being no re-birth, 
and hence the conception would continue to remain at the same stage at 
which it has already reached.—Or even granting that the conception does 
reach the highest stage, and by this appearance of their contrary, the Defects 
become destroyed;—^but even so, he thinks that, like the solidity of Copper 
and other metals, it may be that the Defects are boimd to appear again and 
hence he does not try to remove them ? 
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Now, it cannot be admitted that the man does not want it (the removal 
of Defects). Because those persons whose minds are beset with sufferings 
due to Birth and other causes, and frightened at the prospect of Births and 
Rebirths,—do certainly want to have peace of mind ; and when these people 
have acquired the true understanding of Disciples, this fear of Birth and Re¬ 
birth itself becomes the cause of their desire to seek for the conception of ‘ No¬ 
soul *. Those people who, by reason of belonging to a particular family, 
are by their nature bent upon doing good to others,—when they find the 
world suffering from the three kinds of Pain begimiing with Tendencies and 
Dispositions, they are movenl to compassion and begin to suffer for the 
sufferings of others ; and giving up all idea of benefiting themselves, they come 
to look upon all living beings as their own ‘ self ’, and then concentrate 
themselves upon removing their sufferings ; and in the case of these men, the 
said compassion itself is the cause of the appearance of the conception in 
question. Because it is extremely difficult to know and speak of what is 
imperceptible and its cause.—If it is asked—“ What is the use in any sane 
man doing what is good for others ? ”—^llie answer is that the same doing good 
is the use or purpose ; as this is highly desirable in itself.—Nor will this mean 
dependence upon others. Because the wish to do good to one’s self is based 
upon the assumed knowledge of the iSoid ; and doing good to others has been 
regarded by all good men as leading to desirable results. Then again, what 
the other party began to prove was the impossibility of any one wishing to 
proceed with the conception ; well, even if he were an unintelligent person, why 
should he not wish to undertake even this much of activity ? Hence he 
should have to say that “ no one ever acts towards helping others, because 
it does not serve any useful purpose for himself **. And the impossibility 
of such a view has been already explained,—^Further, while there are some 
people who are found to bo past masters in the art of cruelty, taking delight 
in injuring others, without rhyme or reason, and pleased at the sulTering of 
others,—there are yet others who are past masters in the art of mercy, 
taking delight in the happiness of others, pained at the suffering of others, 
—without any other cause ; why should this not be possible ? 

Nor is there no knowledge of the nature of the Defects (to be removed). 
Because all such Afflictions and Defects as Love, Hatred, Delusion, Pride, 
Arrogance, Jealousy, Envy, etc.—following upon Calami ties. Disappointments, 
the prosperity of one’s own self and that of persons related to him,—are such 
as have their natiue fully known, as they continue to appear and disappear. 

Nor are those Defects eternal; because they are always fomid to appear 
occasionally.—For the same reason, they cannot be without cause; because 
what has no cause does not depend upon anything else and hence cannot 
suffer any restrictions of time, place and character.—^This same reason also 
sets aside the idea that their causes are eternal. Because the cause, in the 
shape of the Soul, etc., would be always there, and they would be independent 
of other things, as being eternal, they could not have any peculiar potency 
added to them ; and under the circumstances, all the effects emanating from 
those causes themselves would be liable to be appearing simultaneously. 
From all this it follows, by implication, that their causes must be non-eternal.— 
And this non-eternal cause of the Defects also is one whose form is well-known. 

47 
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Because the host of Defects like Love, Hatred and the like have their cause 
in the reverses experienced by one’s own self and also by people related to 
himself ; as they always appear in accordance with the positive and negative 
concomitance of these latter. 

Nor can the Defects be regarded as inherent in all living beings ; because 
those living beings themselves are not admitted ; in fact there is no object in 
the shape of the ‘ living being whose properties these Defects—Love, etc. 
—could be. It is only something set up by Conception as soniething spoken 
of as ‘ this *, as the whole idea of qmlUy and qvalifled is purely conceptual 
(fanciful).—^If it be held that the Defects are to be regarded as the properties 
of living beings, because they are subjective in character—or because they 
are produced in the mind,—^then also there is ‘ inadmissibility ’ and ‘ incon¬ 
clusiveness ’. For instance, if the other party wishes to regard the Defects 
as objects and the Mind as the subject^ —^then he has to admit that the Mind 
is of the nature of the apprehension of things ; as otherwise the Mind and 
the Thing could not be related as ol^ect and subject. And when the Mind 
is admitted to be of the nature of the apprehension of things,—^it will have 
to be asserted that it is apprehended by a part of that same nature of itself ; 
how else could it be apprehended ? If it were apprehended by a form 
that did not exist, then there could not be the relation of object and subject. 
For instance, the Object does not exist in the form in which it is envisaged by 
the Cognition ; and the Thing is not envisaged by the Cognition in the form 
in which it exists; so Cognitions would become objectless, and this would 
lead to the absurdity of all things being unknown.—^From all this it follows 
that the character of apprehending things in their well-known forms consti¬ 
tutes its very nature; and it has been explained that the well -known form of 
things consists in being momentary^ soul-less and so forth. Thus Cognition is 
of the nature of the apprehension of soul-lessness, not of the nature of the 
apprehension of the Soul, 

As regards any other character of it, that can be postulated only by 
deluded people ; and can proceed only from some adventitious circumstances ; 
and not because that is its very nature ; in fact it is like the notion of ‘ serpent ’ 
in regard to the Rope. It is for this reason that the host of Afflictions, even 
in their most blatant forms, are unable to shake the strength of the doctrine 
of ‘ No-soul Because being due to adventitious causes, the Afflictions are 
never very firm. As regards the idea of ‘ No-soul *, on the other hand, it forms 
the very nature of things and is also helped by Means of Cognition; hence 
it is strong and firm. Hence even though the hostility rests equally in both, 
yet it is the idea of the ‘ Soul ’ on which its contrary fastens itself,—^not so 
the idea of the ‘ Soul ’ upon the other, because it is contrary to that. 

Even for the man who holds the view that the external world does not 
exist. Cognition is of the nature of the apprehension of * No-soul ’, not of the 
nature of the apprehension of the * Soul ’; because this Soul does not exist. 
For instance, if, on the ground of the object (No-soul) not being existent, 
the Cognition be not regarded as of the nature of the apprehension of 
that,—^then it must be admitted that the Cognition is of the nature of its 
own apprehension. Otherwise there would be no fixity regarding the Cogni¬ 
tion either. The Soul too can be cognised only in the form of ‘ No-soul 
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* without a second ’ and so forth»—^not in any other form; as there would 
be incongruities as before. 

From all this it follows that the Defects and Afflictions are not properties 
of living beings. 

If tlie mere fact of the Afflictions being produced in the living beings 
leads to the assumption that they constitute the nature of these beings»— 
then there could be no possibility of getting rid of them, because there would 
be nothing definite and absolute regarding them. For instance, the notion of 
' Serpent ’ is produced in the Rope^ and yet it is set aside by the true Cognition 
when it appears. 

Nor is the means of destroying the Afflictions impossible; because the 
means is always possible in the shape of the repeated Cognition of the character 
contrary to the cause of the Afflictions. For instance, those Afflictions, the 
repeated Cognition of the character contrary to which is quite possible, are 
capable of having their * Chain ’ entirely out off; as in the case of the Vrihi 
and other corns ;—^to this same category belong Love, Hatred and the rest;— 
hence the means of their destruction is quite possible. 

Nor is it right that there can be no knowledge of these Means ; because 
the knowledge of the cause of the Afflictions themselves provides the clear 
idea of what is hostile to them, in the form of the thing having a form contrary 
to those. And it has been already shown that it is the idea of * No-soul ’ 
that envisages a form hostile to the Afflictions and destroys them. 

Nor again is the upward trend rigidly fixed, as in jumping, because 
what is generated by each preceding repetition becomes observed in its 
very nature and hence indestructible, and as such it goes on producing fresh 
peculiarities in the subsequent efforts; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the substratum is a fixed one. Wisdom and the rest also are pro¬ 
duced out of previous homogeneous seeds; not so jumping, etc. (?)—as is 
going to be explained later on. 

Nor is another birth impossible; becaiise it has been proved that the 
present life is an effect of the previous birth. 

Nor is it possible for the Defects to come up again,—^like the solidity of 
Copper and other metals. Because when their contrary, in the shape of the 
idea of ‘No-soul’, has become totally absorbed, it can never cease. In the 
case of the solidity of Copper and other metals on the other hand, its contrary 
consists in Fire ; and as this can be there only occasionally, the solidity is 
there only when the Fire is not there ; so that when the Fire disappears, it is 
only natural that the solidity should re-appear. The same cannot be the 
case with Impurities (Defects); even on the ceasing of the ‘ Path *, the 
reappearance of the Defects does not always follow; as such a possibility 
would be annulled by the instance of Aahea, That is to say, after the Wood 
has been reduced to ashes by contact with Fire,—even if the Fire is removed, 
there is no reappearance of the Wood; so also in the case of the Defects. 
Hence your argument is inconclusive. 

Then again, being adventitious, the Defects, from the very outset, axe 
ineffloient; how then could they have the capacity to set aside the ‘ Soul- 
lesspess ’ that has become entirely absorbed ? Certainly the nature of 
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things cannot be set aside without special effort;—and no effort of intelligent 
men is possible towards the rejecting or acquiring of anything until the 
good and bad points of the things to bo acquired and rejected have been 
duly perceived. And until the man has become very much upset, he cannot 
perceive good points in Defects and bad points in their contrary; for the 
simple reason that he has not been upset. People whose minds have not 
become f)erverted do not acquire things free from Defects as defective ; they do 
not acquire the defective thing as gold. The idea of ‘ No-soul however, can 
never bo defective ; because it is always free from all discrepancies and hence 
always good. For instance, when all impurities have totally disappeared, 
there cannot come in any discrepancies on the basis of the past perception 
of things;—nor can the presence of Love, Hatred and the rest bring about 
discrepancies in the shape of the burning of the Body and the Mind (?); nor 
any discrepancies relating to Birth, in the shape of Disease, etc. Because 
there are no Afflictions which alone bring about Birth. Nor is there any dis¬ 
crepancy in the shape of insipidity, as appears in the case of worldly pleasures ; 
because the pleasures of calm and peace are never galling. Consequently 
it cannot be right to make any effort to got rid of this know'ledge of ‘ No¬ 
soul *. In fact, if there is any effort, it should be towards not losing hold of 
the said knowledge ; specially because the Intelligence of man is by its nature 
partial to what is good.—Nor should there be an effort for the acquiring 
of the Defects ; because they are all evil, being the abode of all troubles. 

Thus the conception of ‘ No-soul ’ is quite possible; and when this 
reaches its highest stage, it has been found to bring about the clear Cognit ion 
of things; just as in the esrse of the love-lorn young man thinking of his 
beloved ; in the case of such a man, there appear such illusory words as ‘ I see 
her ‘ I embrace her ’ and so forth, and there are corresponding bodily 
reactions also. 

Thus then our Reason cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible ’. 

Nor is our Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’; because the idea of ‘ No-soul * envisages 
a well-established fact, and is consequently more powerful than the idea of the 
‘ Soul ’, which is the reverse of it and hence not strong. Thus there is 
hostility between those two ideas. 

Love and Hatred also proceed on the basis of the notion of ‘ Soul ’ 
which is not well-established; and they are not hostile to one another on 
account of their envisaging contrary forms. It is not duo to mistake ; 
because the two are not brought about by mistakes, and yet they 
are themselves mistaken, wrong. Nor is the hostility of these two well 
recognised ; specially because both have their source in the notion of the Soul. 
For instance, it is only when one has the notions of ‘ I * and ‘ mine ’ that 
there appears Hatred against what hampers those, not otherwise ;—and 
when both proceed from one and the same cause,—^and are themselves of 
the nature of cause and effect,—^they cannot be destructive of one another ; 
just as there is none in the case of Smoke and Fire, both emanating from 
the same fuel; or just as in the case of the notion of * I ’ and affection. If 
it were not so, there would be incongruities.—As regards their not appearing 
simultaneously, that is due to the Mind not having the capacity to project 
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two similar mental images at one and the same time.—^Nor is there any 
hostility between Pleasure and Pain. Because Pleasure and Pain are of 
two kinds-r-tfid^yec^^i^e and objective ;—^those that are subjective are associated 
with Hatred and Apologetic Spirit, and hence stand on the same footing as 
Love and Hatred, and hence are the reverse of one another; they envisage the 
same form of the Soul, and have their source in the idea of the same ‘ Soul ’, 
and they bear to each other the relation of cause and effect; hence there can 
be no hostility between them.—As regards the objective Pleasure and Pain, 
they are not restricted to different causes; hence there can be no hostility 
between them. Because when Pleasure proceeds from a certain thing, 
Pain also proceeds from the same thing when one becomes too much addicted 
to it; hence their causes are not necessarily different.—^It is not so in the case 
of the ideas of the ‘ No-soul ’ and ‘ Soul —Further, in the case of Pleasure 
and Pain, they are of equal strength, because both proceed under the influence 
of their objective,—not so between the ‘ Path * and the ‘ Defects *; of which 
latter the ‘ Path ’ is the stronger, because it envisages an accomplished 
fact; not so the ‘ Defects Then again. Pleasure and Pain do not continue 
for a long time;—not so the idea of ‘ No-soul ’ ; because having become 
absorbed, it never ceases ; as has been explained above. Hence there is no 
falsity in our Premiss.—As for the two not appearing at the same time, the 
reason for this has been already explained. 

It has boon argued that even for those who have cognised the doctrine 
of ‘ No-soul ’ through Inference, Love and Hatred, etc, do appear.—But 
that is not right; because the idea of ‘ No-soul ’ consists of a mere Idea, clear 
and distinct, directly envisaging soul-less things, non-conceptual; 
and as envisaging well-ascertained things, it is not mistaken; it serves to 
uproot the idea of the ‘ Soul ’ and has, on that account, been described as 
‘ hostile ’ to it; and it does not consist of the pondering of what has been 
‘ heard ’ (learnt). Because the Impurities, which have become firmly rooted 
through repeated experience from time without beginning, go on being reduced 
gradually by the rise of their opposites, and hence come to be destroyed only 
gradually; not by merely hearing of the teaching once ; as there is destruc¬ 
tion of cold by the mere touch of Fire. When too the idea of ‘ No-soul 
consisting of the cogitation of what has been heard, appears before one, the 
whole lot of Love and the rest do not remain there at all; in view of which 
our Premiss could be false. Because the Buddhists always set aside the 
presence of Love etc. by thinking of them as evil. It is for this reason that 
these people become recognised as having their greatness unbesmirchcni. 
The hostility too of the Idea of ‘ No-soul ’ towards love, etc. is affirmed 
fqr this same reason; because they become set aside as soon as the idea of 
‘ No-soul ’ presents itself. When between two sots of things, one becomes 
set aside at the presence of the other,—then, on the rise of the latter to its 
very height, the former becomes absolutely and entirely destroyed; e.g. the 
Fire-flame on the appearance of the rise of water;—and the Defects are 
liable to destruction in the presence of the idea of ‘ No-soul ’;—hence when 
this idea reaches its height, how could the Defects continue to exist ? 

Thus our Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive *. And because it is present when¬ 
ever the Probandum is present, it is not ‘ contradictory ’ either.—(3338) 
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Thus the * removal of the Hindrance of Afflictions * having been estab¬ 
lished, the Author proceeds to describe the ‘ removal of the Hindrance of 
Cognisable things ’— 


TEXT (3339). 

Also, on account of the peculiab chabacteb of the dibect peb- 
OBPnoN, THE Defect along with the dispositions ceases 
fobthwith ; and thus thbough FBEEDOM FBOM all 
^ OBSTACLES OMNISCIENCE BECOMES ACCOM¬ 
PLISHED.— (3339) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Direct perception *—of what ?— of the idea of ‘ no-soul *; this is to be 
understood from the context.—* The peculiar character * of this Direct Per¬ 
ception consists in the complete realisation of the good and bad points of the 
said idea and its contrary (respectively), by a long-continued process. It is 
because this complete realisation is wanting in those who are still in the stage 
of pupilage, that these are not omniscient. And the reason for this lies in 
the fact that, on account of the absence of the said long-continued practice, 
the ‘ Hindrance of Cognisable things * has not been removed; because the 
said contemplation is still wanting. 

The argument may be formulated thus :-~That Contemplation which 
is carried on uninterruptedly with due faith for a long time brings about its 
fruit in the shape of the direct perception of things as if they wore in one’s 
palms,—as for example, the contemplation by the lover of the loved one ;— 
the contemplation by the Merciful Lord of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’ is fully 
equipped with all the said three qualifications;—thus there is a reason based 
on the nature of things.—^The Reason here adduced cannot be said to bo 
‘ inadmissible *; because it has been already explained that it is always 
possible for the Merciful one, seeking for some end (such as the welfare of 
mankind) to have recourse to such activity.—^Nor can the Reason be said 
to be ‘ Inconclusive ’; because the thing under discussion, which is the 
mental perception of the ‘ soul-lessness ’ of all things, is what is sought to be 
proved as rendered manifest by the aforesaid contemplation with the three 
qualifications. And the invariable concomitance of the character of the 
Probans wdth the character of the Probandum is well-known; specially 
because the clear manifestation of it does not need any other cause to bring it 
about; and from this there follows by implication, its invariable concomitance 
writh omniscience also ; because ‘ omniscience ’ is nothing other than the said 
clear manifestation of the Cognition envisaging the ‘ Soul-less-ness ’ of all 
things. Thus then the invariable concomitance of the contemplation with 
the expected clear manifestation in general being established, that with 
‘ omniscience ’ also becomes established by implication. Specially because 
in connection with the subject in question no other clear manifestation is 
possible. 
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By this same argument all those arguments become answered which 
the other party had brought forward against the existence of the Omniscient 
Person ; because the existence of the Omniscient Person is not something to 
be proved; what is meant to be proved is the clear manifestation of the 
thing in question in the well-known mind (of that Person). 

In this way, on account of the peculiar character of the direct perception^ 
the entire effects of the Defects,—^in the shape of the deficiencies of Body, 
Speech and Mind,—become dispelled ; and thus both kinds of ‘ Hindrance ’ 
become set aside; and all hindrances having been set aside. Omniscience 
becomes an accomplished fact.—(3339) 

The following might be urged—“ It may be that Omniscience in general 
has been proved ; yet the Omniscience of Buddha has not been proved 
The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3340). 

In fact, this (omniscience) that has been proved is that of Buddha 
Himself, as it is He who, at the very outset, expounded 
THE doctrine OF ‘ NO-SOUL *. ThAT IS WHY He 
STANDS AT THE HEAD OF ALL PHILOSOPHERS. 

—(3340) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said omniscience has been proved really as belonging to Buddha, 
not to Kapila and others.—“ Why ” ? —Because at the very outset, it was He 
who expounded the doctrine of ‘ No-soul \ 

What is meant is as follows :—By pointing out that all things are included 
among the five ‘ Thought Phases ’, Buddha taught, at the very outset, that 
there is ‘ No-soul ’•—^It is this same Teacher whose existence is proved by the 
Inferential Indicative in the shape of the teaching of ‘ Soul-less-ness ’; and 
it is this Person who is called by us ‘ Sugeda ’ (Buddha), Through this 
teaching of His, complete knowledge of all things, obtainable and dis¬ 
cardable, along with the means of obtaining and discarding them, becomes 
secured. Hence it is tlnough His connection with this complete knowledge 
that He becomes recognised as omniscient and reliable ; hence it is only right 
and proper that His existence should be proved by persons who desire to under - 
stand His teachings. His Omniscience does not rest upon His knowledge 
of such things as the number of insects in the world; though it is proved 
that the knowledge of such things also is possible for Him; as His knowledge 
relates to the Truth relating to all things and is lasting. For instance, by 
the teaching of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul ’,—^which is in full accordance with 
Reason and proofs—^His knowledge becomes established—^by the teaching 
that this ‘ Soul-less-ness ’ has always been there and will always be there. He 
has shown that His knowledge of things is lasting;—specially because His 
teachings relating to the three kinds of Pain and allied things are in agree¬ 
ment with all the nine sections of the scriptures emd with the teaching of the 
‘ Three Paths —^As He has made known the ‘ Four Truths ’ by various 
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means, it is inferred from this that He knows all things ; specially as any 
incapacity there might have been there to comprehend all things has been 
dispelled. In fact, no one could expound such teachings, who did not know 
all the good and bad points of things and was not able to expound them. 
Nor can it be right to assert that “ He has expounded these teachings after 
having learnt it from the Veda; as it has been shown that the Veda is the 
work of a human being. 

From all this we conclude that the Blessed Lord stands at the head of all 
Philosophers, because of the superiority of His knowledge of things.—(3340) 

For this same reason there can be no equality between the Blessed Lord 
of the superior knowledge and any one else. This is what is pointed out in 
the following:— 

TEXTS (3341-3342). 

There can be no equality between this Teacher endowed with 

THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OP TRUTH, AND OTHER TEACHERS WHO 

HAVE EXPOUNDED FALSE DOCTRINES. ThE KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE LATTER IS NOT VOUCHED FOB BY ANY MbANS OF 

Right Cognition, and their Word is beset with 

ANNULMENT ; THEREFORE THE CAPACITY TO KNOW 

supersensuous things must be very fab 
AWAY FROM THEM.— (3341-3342) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no reason to prove that these other Teachers possess superior 
knowledge. If there were such reason at all, it could only be in the form 
of the Inferential Indicative in the form of their own Word ; and their Word 
has been found to bo asserting things contrary to all forms of valid Cognition ; 
how then could such Word prove the presence, in them, of superior knowledge ? 
-(3341-3342) 

It might be urged that—“ The word of B'luidha also is contrary to all 
forms of valid Cognition ”, 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3343). 

[The words of Buddha are] well-knit,—they propound a com¬ 
patible METHOD,—^AND SET FORTH WHAT IS USEFUL FOR MEN ; 

EVEN IN REGARD TO PERCEPTIBLE THINGS, THEY ARE NOT, 

IN THE LEAST DEGREE, ANNULLED BY THE TWO MbANS 

(AND Forms) of Cognition.— (3343) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Well’knit ’,—^the various sentences form one composite whole com¬ 
prehending one and the same purpose; they are not disconnected, like such 
stray sentences as ‘ ten pomegranates ’, ‘ six cakes ’ and so forth. 
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A ‘ compatible ’—^i.e. practicable—‘ method ’—in the shape of meditating 
upon 80ul4e88-ne88 —^is taught in them; and they do not lay down such 
impracticable methods as the securing of the crest-jewel of the king of serpents. 

‘ set forth what is vsefvt for men ’—in the shape of Prosperity and the 

Highest good; they do not set forth such useless things as the investigation 
of the subject of the teeth of crows. 

Says the Opponent—“ All this is applicable to the words of Kapila 
and other teachers also ”. 

Answer : —‘ Even in regard to^ etc, *—‘ Perceptible ’—i.e, regarded as 

amenable to Perception and Inference ;—‘ not annulled by the two means of 
Cognition *—^Perception and Inference; because the real state of things is 
exactly as spoken of in the words. 

That is to say, what is regarded as amenable to Perception is the five¬ 
fold group of Thought-phases —in the shape of the conceptions of (a) the 
Blue and other objects, (b) Pleasure, Pain and other Feelings, (c) the causes 
of these, (d) the Apprehension, (e) Love and Hate, etc.,—and it cannot be 
otherwise than what is asserted by Buddha; just like the imperceptibility of 
things regarded as imperceptible ; so also of what other parties have regarded 
as perceptible,—such as the various varieties of Colour, Sound and the rest. 
Pleasure, etc., and Substances, Actions, Universals and Conjunctions;—also 
such things as functioning through the potencies of things, and the rest are 
regarded as amenable to Inference,—all these are exactly as asserted (by the 
words of Buddha), Similarly too, the four ‘ Noble Paths ’, which are not 
regarded as amenable to Inference, are actually found to be not so amenable; 
just as the Soul and other things which are regarded by other parties as 
amenable to Inference functioning through the potency of things. 

The particle ‘ api ’, also ’, indicates that the words are not otherwise, 
oven in regard to things that are not perceptible. For instance, what the 
words of Buddha have taught, for the removal of Love, etc., is the doctrine of 
‘ No-soul ’ as contrary to and counteracting the doctrine of ‘ Soul ’ which is 
at the root of that Love and Hate, etc. and the things emanating therefrom ; 
—^and they have not taught—like the words of Kapila and others—such 
means as Bathing, performance of the Agnihotra and so forth, which are not 
incompatible with the root cause of Love, Hate, etc.—(3343) 

The following Text points out that it was for this reason that the Blessed 
Lord declared that—‘ This is to be accepted by the wise, after proper testing, 
as in the case of gold — 

TEXT (3344). 

[The words of Buddha] are free from impurities, like gold tested 

BY ‘ HEATING ‘ CUTTING ’ AND ‘ TOUCHING * ; AND, LIKE THE 
GOLD, THEY DO NOT UNDERGO ANY CHANGE IN THE 
PROCESS OF TESTING AND INVESTIGATION. 

—(3344) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as gold, which is free from all impurities, pure, when tested by 
‘ Heating etc., does not undergo any change,—so also the jewel-like words of 
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the Blessed Lord,—^when tested— (a) by ‘ Perception \ which is like ‘ Heating ’ 
—(6) by ‘ Inference * based on the capacity of things, which is like ‘ Touching 
—and (c) by Inference based on the Reliable Word, which is like ‘ cutting ’,— 
do not tindergo any change. It is thus only right that the activity of intelli¬ 
gent men should proceed on the basis of such Reliable Word only,—^not of 
any other. This is the purport of the Test.—(3344) 

The following Texts point out the similarity of the Lord’s Word to 
jewels;— 

TEXTS (3346-3347). 

The JBWBL-LiKE WoBD OF BvMha, Whose appeabanoe is oondtjoive 
TO THE DESTBUCTIOK OF THE ENTIBB MASS OF THE DABKNBSS^OF 

Wbong Notions, is nevbb got at by men beset with sins. That 
IS WHY wise men deolabed Buddha alone to be omniscient, 

—cognisant of all such things as Pbimobdial Mattbb 
AND Spibits ; He has been called the ‘ Gbeat Physician 
—^Thus thebe is the definitely cebtain Cognition 
THAT Bvddha is omniscient, not Kapila. Though 
this Cognition has been cleably spoken of, 

IT HAS NOT BEEN UNDBBSTOOD BY DULL-WITTED 

MEN.— (3346-3347) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Wrong ideas ’ are the ‘ darkness ’; conducive to the destruction of tliat 
is the appearance of the Lord’s Word. 

‘ By men beset with sins ’—^i.e, by men who have no piety. 

^Spoken of" —as brought about by the Inferential Indicative in the 
shape of the True Word.—(3345-3347) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3160, that—“ In 
regard to one matter, of Arithmetic for instance, all beings are found to be 
truthful and no distinction is found among them, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXT (3348). 

FbOM what has been said, IT IS ALSO LEABNT WHBBEIN LIES THE DIS¬ 
TINCTION OF THE ' SUPPBESSOB OF Desibbs ’ (Buddha) FBOM R^obha 
AND OTHBB INCOMPETENT TeACHBBS.— (3348) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above described ‘ Superiority of Knowledge * of the Blessed Lord, 
the ‘ Suppressor of M&ra ’ (Desire) having established His * Distinction ’ 
(superiority) over b^eabha, Vardhamdna and others—^it is not open to you, 
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if you are truthful, to assert that * no Distinction is perceived Such is 
the upshot of the whole.—(3348) 

It might be urged that—** on finding, in the one domain of Arithmetic 
that both sets of Teachers are equally right, we assert them to be 
equal ’*.— 

The answer to that is as follows;— 


TEXT (3349). 

What fool is there who will regard a Person who knows 
THE letters of THE ALPHABET ONLY, AS CONVERSANT 
WITH THE ESSENCE OF ALL THE SCIENCES,—MERELY ON 
THE GROUND OF HIS POSSESSING EQUAL KNOWLEDGE 
OF FOOD ?— (3349) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the other party, under Texts 3161 et seq^, that— 
“ The Reason that the Buddhist adduces in support of the Omniscience of one 
Person will be available in the case of other Persons also, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXT (3350). 

Thus then, that Reason by which the Omniscience of one Person 

IS ESTABLISHED IS UOt AVAILABLE IN THE CASE OP ANOTHER 

Person ;—^because the essence op that Reason 
IS absent in this latter case.— (3360) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ TcU ’—^Therefore ; thus. 

‘ The essence of that Reason *;—^though the mere verbal expression of 
the Reason may be applicable,—^in the form ‘ Because they are Teachers 
of the Syadvada and other doctrines which are true and all-pervading [therefore 
Jina and others should be regarded as Omniscient] ’;—yet the essential factor 
of that Reason which is concomitant with the reality of things, is absent in 
such reasonings,—which therefore cannot be available for the case of KapUa 
and others. It is only when one real thing is concomitant with another real 
thing,—and not merely a verbal expression—^that brings about the right 
apprehension of things.—(3360) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3162, that—The 
objections that the Buddhists forcibly urge against the arguments in 
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support of the Omniscience of Jina, are also urged by the Jainas against 
the other party, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows ;— 


TEXT (3361). 

Thus, those objections that the Buddhists, without anger, urge 
against the assertion of the Omniscience op Jina^ —the 
Jainas are not in a position to urge (against 
THE Buddhist).— (3351) 

COMMENTAKY. 

‘ WitJioiU anger ’—Free from anger. In fact the Buddhists proceed to 
put forward those arguments only through pity for you, not, through anger 
or arrogance, like yourselves. 

‘ This *—Because it has been shown that the Syddvdda and other 
teachings propounded by him are defective.—(3351) 

It has been argued under Teact 3153,—How can any definite conclusion 
be arrived at through such reasonings and counter-reasonings, which are un¬ 
certain and swallowed by their own reflections ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3352-3363). 

Because the truth that has been found in the Buddhist doctrine, 
through proofs with well-established premises,—^has not 
been so found in any other doctrine,—therefore PLEASE 

DRAW AS MANY DEFINITE CONCLUSIONS AS YOU CAN, 
THROUGH VARIOUS REASONINGS AND COUNTER-REASON¬ 
INGS, WHICH ARB WELL-FOUNDED AND NOT 
SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN REFLECTIONS.— 

(3352-3353) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Yat ’— Became. 

" Siddhapratibandherui "—By means of Premises asserting identity 
and the causal relations, on the strength of the real state of things. 

‘ Tina ’-—Therefore.—(3352-3353) 

It has been argued, under Text 3157,—“Who can reasonably accept 
the existence of a Person who can be regarded by such reasons as ‘ being 
cognisable ’, etc. etc.? ” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 
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TEXTS (3364-3366). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY, DIRECT OR INDIRECT, 
BETWEEN THE CHARACTER OF ‘ KNOWING ALL THINGS * AND THAT 

OP ‘ BEING COGNISABLE, ETC.’—^In FACT ‘ COGNISABILITY * IS 
PROVED BY THE ‘ ABSENCE OF INCOGNISABILITY ’, NOT BY 
THE ‘ ABSENCE OF OMNISCIENCE * ; THIS LATTER THERE¬ 
FORE RETAINS ITS CHARACTER.— (3364-3366) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one desires to establish the denial of one thing by the affirmation 
of another, he should affirm that which may be incompatible either directly 
or indirectly, with what is to bo denied,—and not that which is not so in¬ 
compatible. If it were not so, then the affirmation of anything at random 
might lead to the denial of all things. In the case in question, there is no 
incompatibility, direct or indirect, Ixjtwocn ‘ Omniscience * and ‘ cognisability *. 
For instance, incompatibility between any two things can 1)6 of only two 
kinds—(1) in the form of mutual exclusion, the presence and absence of one 
implying the absence and presence, respectively, of the other,^—e.g. between 
Existence and Non-existence, or between Succession and Non-succession ; and 
(2) in the form of impossibility of co-existence; e.g. between Fire and Cool¬ 
ness, —That the former kind of ‘ incompatibility' is not there between 
‘ Omniscience? * and * cognisability ’ is shown by the words—‘ Cognisability 
is proved, etc, etc,^ —It has been pointed out on a previous occasion that there 
is ‘ incompatibility * of the kind of mutual exclusiveness between those two 
things only of which the cognition of one means the non-cognition of the 
other ; and ‘ cognisability ’ is there, as excluding, not ‘ Omniscience *, but 
‘ incognisability —(3354-3355) 

The following Text shows that the second kind of incompatibility also 
is not there in the case in question :— 

TEXT (3356). 

Omniscience has never before been seen to appear on the 

APPEARANCE OF ITS COMPLETE CaITSE,—BY VIRTUE OF WHICH 
IT COULD BE SAID TO CEASE ON THE APPEARANCE OF 
THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING AN ENTITY ’ 

AND SO FORTH.— (3366) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when between two things, one does not appear even when its 
Cause is present in its perfect condition,—by reason of the presence of the 
other,—^that the two are said to be ‘ incompatible *, in the sense of never 
co-existing ;—as regards the case in question, Omniscience has never before 
been seen to appeeur on the appearance of its Cause in perfect condition,— 
by virtue of which it could cease on the appeajrance of the character of ‘ being 
an entity —(3356) 
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Qvsstum :—“ Why is it that Omniscience has not come into existence on 
the presence of a Oanse ? ’* 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3357). 

Bbino featureless and uncognised even by itself, it can never come 

INTO EXISTENCE. ThUS IT WOULD MEAN THAT BEFORE ITS 
APPEARANCE, THE OmniscienCC actually EXISTED (and 
WAS NOT BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCE BY ANY 

Cause). —(3357) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you hold the view that “ Omniscience disappears on the appearance of 
the character of ‘ being an entity * and ‘ cognisability —then, in that 
case, it would mean that, before the appearance of the character of ‘ being 
an entity etc. the Omniscience was ‘ not an entity * and was not ‘ cognisable ’ 
even by itself ; and thus, (a) being a non-entity, it would be featurelessy and 
{b) being incognisahle, there would be no self-cognition of it; which means 
that the Omniscience is never brought about, and does not exist at all; how 
then can it be said to have appeared previously and then ceased ? Cer¬ 
tainly there can be no appearance, coming into existence, of what is feature¬ 
less, Nor can there be any basis for the existence of what is not cognised ; 
as all notions of the existence of things are dependent upon their being 
cognised. What is meant by all this is that the reasoning of the Opponent 
involves self-contradiction. 

Then again, if its previous appearance is admitted, then this appearance 
itself, without any effort on our part, establishes the existence of Omni¬ 
science ; hence it cannot bo right to deny it; otherwise there would be self- 
contradiction.—This is what is pointed out in the Text, by the words— 

* Before its appearance, etc, etc,^ ;—^i.e. if it is admitted that the Omniscience 
existed before the appearance, —(3357) 

It might be argued that—“ It may be that Incognisahility and the rest 
are not incompatible with Omniscience ; even so they indicate the non¬ 
existence of the Omniscient Person.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXT (3358). 

The AFFIRBfATION OP WHAT IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE CANNOT BE RIGHTLY 

REGARDED AS SETTING ASIDE THE OTHER. OTHERWISE THE 
PRESENCE OF COLOUR MIGHT MEAN THE ABSENCE 
OP Taste.— (3358) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some people argue as follows :—“ Even though ‘ Cognisability % etc. 
are not incompatible with * Omniscience % yet the character of ' being 
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a speaker ’ is certainly incompatible with it; because Omniscience cannot 
co-exist along with ‘ Speakership *, of which ‘ Conceptual Content * is the 
indirect Cause ; because on the principle that * one cannot utter words without 
previous cogitation and thinking’. Conceptual Content is the cause of 
Speaking ; and as all Conceptual Content is associated with verbal expression, 
it cannot apprehend the forms of things,—^this latter being amenable to 
only such cognition as is free from Conceptual Content; thus during the 
conceptual stage, there being no apprehension of the form of things, there 
can be no Omniscience, Thus Omniscience being contrary to (incompatible 
with) Speakership^ the presence of one would mean the absence of the other, 
due to the non-apprehension of its Cause. So that our Reason is not ‘ In¬ 
conclusive —^This Reason, ‘ Speakership ’ is implied by the term ‘ ddi ’ 
in the sentence ‘ one who has the characters of being knowable, cognisable, 
etc. etc.’ (under Text 3167). ” 

This is the view anticipated in Texts 3359-3360, and answered in Teaets 
3361-3362, as follows :— 


TEXTS (3359-3362). 

In this MATTER, THE ' SPEAKERSHIP ’ OF THE LORD BEING IMPLIED BY 
THE FIRST WORD UTTERED BY HlM, A CERTAIN PARTY THINKS THAT 
THEBE IS AN INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN SUCH ‘ SpEAKEBSHIP * 
AND ‘ OMNISCIENfCE *, AND HENCE CONCLUDES THAT THEBE CAN 

BE NO ‘ Omniscience *; because there can be ‘ speakership * 

ONLY WHEN THERE IS ‘ CONCEPTUAL CONTENT *, WHILE ONE COULD BE 
‘ OMNISCIENT * ONLY IF THEBE WERE NO ‘ CONCEPTUAL CONTENT * ; 
AS A MATTER OF FACT, (HE URGES) AN ENTITY IS NEVER APPRE¬ 
HENDED BY A Cognition associated with Verbal Expression.— 
As regards this reasoning also, those WHO THINK THAT THE 
‘ Speakership ’ of the Omniscient Person follows from cogita¬ 
tion AND THINKING, DO NOT ADMIT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON ON 
THE GROUND OF HiS BEING A ‘ SPEAKER ’ ; NOR ON THE GROUND OF 
HiS CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE ; IN CASE, HOWEVER, THEBE IS NO 

‘ Conceptual Content there can be no ‘ Speakership *.— 

(3359-3362) 


COMMENTARY. 

Some people hold that the ‘Speakership’ of the Lord is due to the 
appearance of the ‘ Conceptual Content ’; while others are oi the opinion 
that, on account of previous impetus, the Lord proceeds to speak even 
without any conceptual idea. 

Under the former view, if what is meant to be proved is that ‘ there can 
be no Omniscience during the conceptual state ’, then the argument is super¬ 
fluous ; because these people themselves admit that in the conceptual state, 
the Lord is nat omniscient.—^If, on the other hand, what is meant to be 
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proved is the absence of Omniscience in the non-conceptual state, then the 
Eeason adduced is ‘ inadmissible *; because in that state, there is no speaking 
at all; for the simple reason that in that state there is no Conceptual Content 
that could prompt the Speaking. —(3369-3362) 

Says the Opponent:—^ “If it is held that in the conceptual state, the 
Lord is not omniscient,—then His words would be words uttered by one who 
is not omniscient, and as such, not reliable.*^ 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3363-3365). 

Even so, it cannot be right to regard His Words as those uttered 

BY ONE WHO IS NOT-OMNISCIENT ; BECAUSE HiS NON-OMNISCIENCE 
HAS BEEN DISCARDED BY HiS OMNISCIENCE ; HENCE THERE SHOULD 
BE AGREEMENT. FOR INSTANCE, HAVING EXPERIENCED HEAT, ONE 
SPEAKS OF IT [AND THIS SPEECH IS RECONCILED, IN AGREEMENT, WITH 
THE PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE OR CoGNITION] ; FROM THIS THERE IS NO 
DISAGREEMENT WITH THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, BECAUSE THE 
SPEECH IS THE OUTCOME OP THE DIRECT COGNITION OP THOSE 

THINGS. Thus then, at the time when the Lord is omniscient, 
THE Reason adduced by the other party is not present ; 

and as REGARDS THE TIME OP ORDINARY USAGE, HIS ARGUMENT 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS.— (3363-3365) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though at that time the Lord is not omniscient,—yet that does not 
mean that His words are such as have been uttered by one who is not-omni- 
scient ;—why ?—because this non-oniniscience has been set aside by Omni¬ 
science. It is on tliis account that the Words in question become reliable 
also,—^having been prompted by the Conceptual Content brought about by 
the force of the Cognition of the Omniscient Person, and therefore 
connected, indirectly, with the real state of things; this reliability is just 
like the reliability of the Inferential Conception. 

An example is cited in support of the said idea—‘ For instancej etc. etcJ* 

‘ Tasmdt ’—from the speech coming after the experiencing of heat. 

‘ The speech is tho ouicorm, etc. etc.' —^i.e. because the Conceptual Content 
has been brought about, indirectly, by the direct cognition of the Heat. 

The following might be iirged—“ If the Omniscient Person has Concep¬ 
tual Cognitions^ then there is likelihood of His being mistaken; because, 
by its very nature. Conception is mistaken, wrong, because it appears As the 
Cognition of a thing as what is not that thing”. 

This is not so. The Lord could be mistaken, only if He did not know' 
the distinction between the Beal and the Imposed (Unreal). As a matter of 
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fact, however, He recognises the object of the Conceptual Cognition as only 
imposed (unreal), while He looks upon the real external object,—^which is 
envisaged by the Non-conceptual Cognition,—as something quite different, 
and real; how then can He bo said to be ‘ mistaken * ? 

“If He is not mistaken^ why does He impose (fancy) things diuing 
the conceptual state ? ” 

Not so; because He is cognisant all the time of the means whereby 
speech is prompted. As a matter of fact, He does not perceive anything 
else,—apart from the imposing conception—^as prompting the speech ;— 
nor does He apprehend any other connotation of the Words, apart from what 
is imposed ; hence, knowing the means whereby speech is prompted. He 
takes pity on the world, and, without expounding to others the tilings as He 
has actually perceived them, He cannot sit idle ; and being urged by the desire 
to expound them, Ho creates the imposing conception, —^as the means 
prompting speech,—as also the imposed, in the shape of the connotation 
of Words. 

All this objection the Author will bring up later on and answer it. We 
have introduced it in the present context, because it had some bearing upon 
it. 

For the same reasons, it cannot be right to regard the Omniscient 
Person as affected by Love, on the ground of His speakership. Because 
speech can proceed from other causes also. Speaking, Movement and such 
actions are not always due to Love, etc. ; they are due to the mere desire 
to speak ; and this Desire to speak is possible also in the Person devoid of 
Love, being due to His mercy. Hence the Beason adduced is not true. 

“ Mercy itself is only a form of Love,"* 

Not so ; because Mercy does not bring about any undesirable effects; 
while Love has been described as that attachment of the mind which apper¬ 
tains to things beset with impiuities, and which is indicated by the notion of 
‘ I * and ‘ mine ’ and of one’s ‘ lasting happiness ’; while Hate is the desire to 
harm, against anything that injures the ‘ me ’ and ‘ mine ’ ;—and the notion 
of ‘ I ’ and ‘ mine ’ is sheer delusion ; not so Mercy ; because Mercy appears, 
even without any notion of * I *, through the repeated perception of parti¬ 
cular forms of Pain and Suffering. It is on this ground that the Scriptures 
have asserted that Persons free from Love and Attachment are moved by 
Friendliness and other feelings that are based entirely upon Dharma, etc.— 
(3363-3365) 


The following might be urged—“ If we had wanted to prove only that 
the knowledge of all things is not always present before Him, then perliaps 
our argument might have been superfluous, seeking to prove what is already 
admitted. As a matter of fact however, what we mean to prove is the fact 
that He does not possess the capacity to know in detail the truth relating 
to all things ; hence our reasoning is not superfluous ; nor is our Reason * In¬ 
admissible ’ ; because what our Reason means is the capacity to use,'" 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

48 
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TEXTS (3366-3367). 

Even if you deny the capacity to know all things, your reason 

STILL remains OPEN TO THE CHARCJE OF ITS PRESENCE IN THE CON¬ 
TRARY OF THE PrOBANDUM BEING DOUBTFUL.—^EvEN IF YOU 

WISH YOUR Reason to consist in the capacity to use^ 

THE SAME DEFECT, OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ITS PRE¬ 
SENCE IN THE CONTRARY OF THE PrOBANDUM, 

PERSISTS.— (3366-3367) 

COMMENTARY. 

In both cases there is nothing to set aside the possibility of the presence 
of the Reason in the contrary of the Probandum ; and this doubt renders 
the Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’.—(3366-3367) 

Other Buddhists have held that words proceed from the Blessed Lord, 
even without conceptual content;—^with reference to this view, the Author 
says— 


TEXTS (3368-3369). 

‘ Even when Tdyin (Buddha) is free from Conceptual Content, 
His Teachings go on under the force of the initial momentum, 

—^IN THE MANNER OF THE REVOLUTIONS OF THE WHEEL ’ ;—EVEN 
AGAINST THE WISE MEN WHO HOLD THIS VIEW, THE ARGU¬ 
MENT OF THE OTHER PARTY IS OF NO AVAIL.— (3368- 

3369) 

COMMKXI^AKY. 

In the case of the Potter’s wheel, even after the turning by the stick 
has ceased, its revolution continues under the force of the momenturn im¬ 
parted to it; similarly in the case of the Blessed Lord, even after the cessation 
of the entire web of conceptual content. His Teaching goes on under the 
force of the momentum originally imparted by His previous Piety. 

Such is the view that has been held by some ‘ wise men —i.e. the. 
Idealist Buddhists. 

As against these also, the Reason adduced by the opponent reinains 
clearly ‘ inadmissible (3368-3369) 

The following might be urged :—“ Under the view just referred to, every 
thing is a mere reflection of one’s own apprehension (Idea), hence there can 
be no real ‘ speakership ’ at all in the case of any man ; in fact, even when 
he does not speak, the reflected ideation appears in another man ; so that 
the person remains the dominating cause, and hence people come to regard 
him as the ‘ speaker ’ ; and it is this popularly conceived ‘ speakership * that 
has been adduced by us as the Reason (for Bmidha being not-o7nni8cient); 
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either the Keason or the ‘ subject ’ of our reasoning is not in accordance 
with our own doctrine, but in accordance with the popular notion of things. 
Consequently there can be no ‘ Inadmissibility * in the Reason adduced by 
us 

The answer to this is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3369-3370). 

The ‘ SPEAKERSHIP ’ THAT IS POPULARLY CONCEIVED BY MEN,—^IF THAT 
IS PUT FORWARD AS THE REASON, THEN IT WOULD BE OPEN TO THE 
CHARGE OF HAVING ITS PRESENCE IN THE CONTRARY OP THE 

Probandum POSSIBLE.— (3369-3370) 


COMMENTARY. 

Hero also, its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum being 
doubtful, the Reason becomes ‘ Inconclusive *.—(3369-3370) 


The following Text clarifies that * Inadmissibility * which the opponent 
has urged against the doctrine of the Idealist:— 


TEXT (3370). 

“ When the doctrine in question has no reason in its support, 
—^what sort of ‘inadmissibility' would there 
BE IN REGARD TO IT ? "— (3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent argues as follows ;—“ Only those arguments in support of, 
or against, anything, are admissible which set forth ideas accepted with 
certainty of conviction by both parties,—not what is not accepted by either 
party, or what is doubtful; because arguments of the latter sort would 
need further arguments in support of them. When, thus, the doctrine of 
the Idealist is one that is not vouched for by any Moans of Right Cognition, 
how can Inadmissibility be urged (against any Reason urged against it) ? A 
conclusion does not become vitiated by the arbitrary assumption of ad¬ 
missibility or inadmissibility; it is effective only when these are vouched 
for by proofs ; and as a matter of fact the doctrine of Idealism has not been 
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established by any Means of Right Cognition ; in fact it has been rejected in 
detail —(3370) 

The answer to the above is as follows :— 


TEXTS (3371-3373). 

Our answer is as follows :—^Ip ‘ Speakership ’ by itself, is meant 
TO BE THE Reason, then it is one whose substratum is unknovm^ — or 
its ‘ Inadmissibility ' is suspected. In fact, the exact con¬ 
notation OF THE WORD BEING DOUBTFUL, THE FACT REMAINS 

THAT IT IS ONE WHOSE ‘ INADMISSIBILITY * IS SUSPECTED. 

Consequently, if you have to urge such an argument, 

YOU CAN DO so ONLY AS A Reductio ad absurdum. —^And 
in such an argument WHAT HAS TO BE URGED MUST BE 
WHAT IS KNOWABLE ONLY FROM THE SCRIPTURES (OF 
THE OTHER PARTY) ; AND THERE CAN BE NO OTHER 
MEANS OF PROVING ITS EXISTENCE.— (3371-3373) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are only two alternative views possible—(1) ‘speakership* may 
be a Reason, independently by itself—or (2) it may be in the nature of a 
Reductio ad absurdum. —^Under the former view, the substratum of the 
qualification would be ‘ unknown ’ ; hence the Reason would be ‘ unknown *, 
‘ inadmissible *. If the substratum is meant to be, not qualified, but in 
general,—even so, until the ‘ speakership ’ has been proved to the satisfac¬ 
tion of the other party, its admissibility must remain doubtful; in 
accordance with the principle that a reason can prove a conclusion only when 
it is itself admitted by both parties. 

‘ Asya ’—i.e. of ‘ speakership 

Thus in order to avoid this difficulty, you have to admit that what you 
have urged is only a Reductio ad abstirdum. But even as regards this Re¬ 
ductio ad Absurdum, what has to bo put forward as the Reason is only that 
character which cannot bear any scrutiny and what is knowable only froni 
the scriptures of the other party; as the putting forward of such a Reason 
would expose the self-contradiction on the part of the opponent;—and no 
attempt should be made to prove .such a character; as that could servo no 
useful purpose. 

And so far as the case in question is concerned, ‘ speakership ’ is not a 
character knowable only from the scriptures of the other party. So that 
your Reason remains ‘ Inadmissible ’ under both alternatives.—(3371-3373) 

The following Texts sum up the author’s position and point out that 
the assertions of the opponents are contrary to the real state of things :— 



EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PBBSON OF 8UPEB*NOBMAIi VISION’. 1497 


TEXTS (3374-3377). 

When beasons such as ‘ Being known ‘ Being an entity ‘ Being ’ 

AND so FOBTH ABB INCAPABLE OF SETTING ASIDE THE OMNISCIENT 
PEBSON,—^WHO IS THEBE WHO WILL NOT ADMIT HiS EXISTENCE ? 

—Thus no beason, eitheb tempobal ob scbiptubal, that the 

UPHOLDEB OF THE VbDA CAN HAVE IN HIS MOUTH, IS CAPABLE OF 
BBMOVING THE POISON OF THE AWFUL SBBPBNT IN THE SHAPE 
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SMkya. —In FACT, THE FEEBLE AND 
DULL-WITTED BbAHMANA, EVEN WHEN MEBELY GLANCED AT BY 
THE POISON FROM THE EYES (OP THAT SERPENT), BECOMES UNABLE 
EVEN TO BREATHE,—^WHAT TO SAY OF SETTING IT ASIDE ! AnY 
REASONING, EVEN WHEN SOUND, BECOMES UGLY IN THE MOUTH OF 
THE VbDIC SCHOLAR,—ON ACCOUNT OF ITS ABUNDANCE IN A LOWLY 
SUBSTRATUM ; JUST LIKE THE STRING OF BEADS PLACED AT THE 

FEET.— (3374-3377) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Who toill not admit His existence ?’—^i.e. as a possibility. That is to 
say, when the mere absence of proofs to tho contrary establishes that possi¬ 
bility.—^This matter may rest here. 

There is no wonder that tho unsound reasoning appearing in the mouth 
of the Vedic Scholar does not shine ; what is strange, however, is that oven a 
sound reason when asserted by you, fails to shine, on account of the defective 
character of its substratum.—(3374-3377) 

Question :—‘ How so ? ’ 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3378-3379). 

He CANNOT ASSERT EVEN THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE CONCOMITANCE 
BETWEEN Smoke AND Fite ; because, under hts view, Smoke exists 
ELSEWHERE ALSO ; IN FACT, BEING OF THE ONE UNIFORM NATURE 
OF ‘ ENTITY IT EXISTS IN THE OCEAN ALSO ; AND IF FiRE 
EXISTS THERE ALSO, THEN WHERE WOULD THE absence 

(of THE Probans) LIE ?— (3378-3379) 

COMMENTARY. 

That tho birth of Smoko is related to Fire, and that it is invariably 
concomitant with Fire is known even to the veriest cowherd ; and yet you, 
by describing tho whole world as really one and uniform in the shape of 
‘Entity’, are unable to say that Smoke is infallible in its concomitance 
with Fire; because under your view, in tho form of ‘ Entity *, it is present 
in water also. 

“ Even so there would be concomitance with Fire.” 
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Answer :—* If Fire eodata, etc, etc .*—If it is admitted that, under the 
principle of all things being one and the same, the Ocean is of the same nature 
as Fire, —then, in the proving of Fire, Water could not be regarded as that 
where the Probandam (Fire) is known to he absent ; and thus there being nothing^ 
where the Probandum is absent, on what basis would the Probans, Smpke, 
be non-existent where the Probandum is absent ?—(3378-3379) 


TEXT (3380). 

Why should not then there be recoonition op the form and of the 

EFFECTS OF PiRE IN WaTER ALSO ?—^ThE ONLY OTHER ALTERNA¬ 
TIVE IS THAT THE NATURE OF THE TWO THINGS BEING 
DISTINCT, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THINGS 
MUST BE REAL.— (3380) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the view is that Fire is really present in Water,—then why is there 
no recognition of the form of the Fire in Water,—or the recognition of its 
effects, in the shape of Burning, Cooking and the like ? 

If it is said that some sort of difference is also accepted,—then the 
answer is that ‘ the only other, etc, etc *—^This has been discussed in detail, 
under the chapter on Syadvdda, So it may be allowed to rest here.—(3380) 


It has been argued by the opponent under Text 3158, that “ The man who 
assumes the existence of the Omniscient Person knowing all things tlirough 
a single moans of cognition may himself apprehend all things like taste, 
odour and the rest through the eyes alone.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

TEXTS (3381-3389). 

The only evidence that is suggested is that op the rnmtal Cognition 
OF Omniscience as brought about by the repeated practice 
OF the ‘ Truth ’ relating to all things ;—^and not the ordinary 
Vistial AND other Cognitions. Under the circumstances, how 
CAN it be asserted THAT THE SAID PERSON SHOULD COGNISE TaSTE, 
BTC. THROUGH THE Eyb ?—^As REGARDS Mental Cognition of things 
LIKE Colour and the rest, it has been accepted, without 

DISPUTE, EVEN BY THE OTHER PARTY ; IN FACT, IT IS ON THE BASIS 
OF THIS MENTAL COGNITION THAT THE REMEMBRANCE OF COLOUR 
AND OTHER THINGS HAS BEEN SAID TO BE PRODUCED.—^DURING 

Dreams also, there is Menial Cognition in the shape of the 

APPREHENSION OF ALL THINGS.—^ThUS THEN, THE OMNISCIENT 

Person being postulated on the basis op Menial Cognition, the 
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SCOPE OP WHICH IS NOT RESTRICTED,—^HOW COULD Hb COGNISE 

Taste, etc. through the Eye ? This objection might apply, 
IF He were held to know all things through the Eye itself. 
As A matter of fact however, He does cognise Taste and 
OTHER things COLLECTIVELY, THROUGH THE Mind. —^EvEN IN CASES 
WHERE SOME SUPERIOR PECULIARITY IS FOUND (iN THE COGNITIONS 

OP THE Omniscient Person), in regard to the perception op 

SUBTLE AND REMOTE THINGS,—^IT IS ALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OP THE 

SAID Mind and Mental Concepts ; and it is not due to the 

FUNCTIONING OF THE AuDITORY ORGAN ON ColoUT ; ALL THESE 
UNDESIRABLE CONTfNGENCTES THAT OTHER PEOPLE HAVE URGED 
AGAINST US ARE NOT APPLICABLE TO US AT ALL; BECAUSE ALL THE 
SUPERIORITY AND PECULIARITY LIES IN THE mentul COguition ITSELF, 
AND IT DOES NOT LIE BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS COGNITION. ThUS 
THEN FOR US, THE THINGS THAT WERE COGNISED IN THE PAST BY 

CERTAIN Means of Cognition are precisely the same that are 
COGNISED now BY THE SAME MeANS OF COGNITION.— (3381-3389) 


COMMENTARY. 

If it had been held (by us) that the Visual and other Sense-perceptions 
apprehend all things, then there might have boon room for the objection 
that has been urged. As a matter of fact, liowever, when we postulate the 
Omniscient Person we do so on the basis of the fact that at one and the 
same time Ho knows all things througli Mental Cognition, —which ai)prehends 
all entities, and which is as good as Perception, on account of its distinctness 
and its being in agrooment with the real state of things,—^real Mental Cognition 
having been brought about by the Practice of Meditation upon the Truth 
relating to the impermanent and other characters of all things; and we 
do not hold that Ho apprehends all things through the Visual or other Sense- 
perceptions. 

It cannot bo right to assort that—“Mental Cognition is not known to 
apprehend all things”. Because you have yourself explained that there 
is Remembrance of Colour, Sound and other things; and Remembrance is 
certainly a Mental Cognition, —^Tlien again, it is a w'oll-known fact that 
in dreams, there is cognition of Colour and otlu^r things; so that the denial 
of Mental Cognition is impossible. Consequently, tlie peculiarities in the 
cognition of the Omniscient Person falling well witliin the scope of Mental 
Cognition, what you have lU’ged does not affect our position at all.—(3381- 
3389) 

If there is an Idealist who holds the view that the Omniscient Person 
apprehends all things by Perception tlirough the Eye and other sense-organs 
themselves,—even, under his view, all notions and impressions of disability 
having been removed, all cognitions become applicable to all things and 
consequently all-pervading; as it is only the said Disabilitj^ that goes to 
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restrict the scope of cognitions. When, therefore, that Disability hew been 
removed, how could there be any restriction upon the scope of Cognitions ? 
With this opinion in view, the Author makes the following statement:— 


TEXTS (3390-3392). 

Or, all Cognition, when pure, would, as a rule, apprehend aix 

THINGS ; THOUGH IN A CERTAIN CASE, THERE MAY BE SOME PECULIARITY 

IN THE RESULTANT OP THE COGNITION, DUE TO PARTICULAR CAUSES. 

For INSTANCE, THE Amoldkl is found to yield a smaller FRUIT ; 

BECAUSE THE AmALAK! GROWING IN THE DESERT HAS BEEN FOUND 

TO YIELD A SMALL FRUIT, IT DOES NOT NECESSARILY FOLLOW 

THAT IT WILL ALWAYS, IN OTHER PLACES ALSO, PRODUCE FRUITS OF 

THE SAME SMALL SIZE.—SIMILARLY, THERE IS THE ASSERTION THAT 

Serpents hear through their eyes.—^In pact, the capacities of 

ACTION BELONGING TO ALL THINGS ARE WONDERFUL AND ANYTHING 

MIGHT BE POSSIBLE FOR THEM.— (3390-3392) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of things is found to vary and become restricted under 
the influence of a variety of causes; it is not right therefore to deduce that a 
certain thing will always retain the same character that has been perceived in it 
once; e.g. on seeing that the Amalakl fruits growing in deserts are very small in 
size, no sane man can conclude that in all places,—oven though there may 
be diverse causes operating,—they would be the same.—Hence it is quite pos¬ 
sible that even through the Eye, —as improved by the practice of Yoga,—a 
man may become able to see all things. Hence there can be nothing incon¬ 
gruous in this possibility.—(3390-3392) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3159, that—“The 
perception of certain things through certain causes in the past was exactly 
as it is found to appear at the present time”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3393). 

Such an assertion can sound well only when proceeding from 

ONE WHO has the APPREHENSION OP ALL THINGS AT ALL THE 
three points OF TIME, AS RESTRICTED IN THEIR 

CAPACITY.— (3393) 

COMMENTARY. 

"With their capacUiea restricted ^—construe thus—^‘to whom all things 
appear as restricted in the desired manner’.—(3393) 
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Question :—“What is the assertion that sounds well ?** 
Answer :— 


TEXTS (3394-3396). 

[Such an assertion as that]—“The perception of certain things 

THROUGH CERTAIN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS FOUND 
AT THE PRESENT TIME*’.—^As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN AT THE 
PRESENT TIME, IT CANNOT BE KNOWN WHAT THE CAPACITY OF PEOPLE 
IS, BY YOU, WHO ARE A MERE ANIMAL DEVOID OF THE DEFINITE KNOW¬ 
LEDGE OF THE CAPACITY OF ALL THINGS. In FACT, IF YOU HAD THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE CAPACITY OF ALL THINGS, OMNISCIENCE WOULD 
INDEED BE YOURS!—NOR CAN IT BE KNOWN BY MEANS OF INFERENCE, 
AS THERE WOULD ALWAYS BE A SUSPICION REGARDING ITS BEING 
OTHERWISE.— (3394-3396) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged—“When we say that this should have 
been the same in tho past, we do not say so on the basis of what we have 
actually seen^ but on the basis of Inference ; the inference being in the form— 
‘The means of cognition that is found to apprehend certain things now 
must have done the same in the past, because it is a Means of Cognition 

The answer to this is— "Nor can it he known by Inference' ;—as in the case 
of the Amalakl just cited, peculiar effects are found to be brought about by 
peculiar causes; hence it might be possible that, through some cause, the 
Means of Cognition apprehends a different kind of things. Hence the 
Reason adduced would be ‘ rnconclusive’.—(3394-3396) 

It has been argued by the other party, in Text 3160, that—“Those per¬ 
sons who have been found to l>e superior to others are so only on account 
of intelligence, memory and strength, which vary slightly w4th varying 
persons,—and not on account of the capacity to perceive supersensuous 
things”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3397-3401). 

It is found that on account of the capacity to PERCEIVE SUPERSEN¬ 
SUOUS THINGS ALSO, THE PRESENCE OF INTELLIGENCE AND OTHER 
QUALITIES IS PERCEIVED AS ARISING FROM THE FORCE OF THEIR 
LEARNING, ETC. FOR INSTANCE, THERE IS THE ART OF 'Ik§a7^,ika' 

(Thought reading ?) which, properly practised, brings about, 

EVEN DURING THE PRESENT LIFE, THE KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IS 
PASSING IN ANOTHER MAN*S MIND: AND (WITH ITS HELP) PEOPLE COME 
TO KNOW AND DESCRIBE THINGS PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, THAT 
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HAVE HOT BEEN EITHER inferred OB heard of during the present 
LIFE. SlMHiARLY, PEOPLE ARE DISTINCTLY AND TRULY POUND TO 
BE POSSESSED OF THE CAPACITIES OF CURIOUS INCANTATIONS, 
NAGAS, DEMONS AND SPIRITS OF ALL KINDS.—AlL THIS MAY NOT BE 

seen, and yet there is no proof for denying it. Hence it 
CANNOT BE SAID THAT HE DOES NOT EXIST.— (3397-3401) 

COMM ENT ABY. 

The assertion made in 31()0 to the efifot;! that—“it is not on account of 
tlie capacity to perceive Hiipersonsuoiis things that some people are found 
to be superior to others”,—is not true. Because through such arts as that 
of Telepathy, witches and others are found to bo able to read the thoughts 
of others, and also to have the knowledge of past, present and futiu'e things. 
The term ‘ddC ‘others’, is meant to include the Gdmlhdri and others. 
People liavo also boon found to have the knowledge of supersensuous 
things tlirough the obsession of various elementals, planets, etc.;—all which 
cannot be denied. 

Granting that there is no supernormal vision anywhere,—oven so, 
the mere fact that the Omniscient Person is not seen cannot prove His 
non-existence. Hence it cannot be true that He—the knower of super- 
sensuous things—does not exist,—(3397-3401) 


It has been argued under Text 3161 that—“Even the intelligent man 
who is capable of perceiving subtle things is superior to other persons, 
without going bey(md the limitations of his own kind”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3402-3403). 

The Author of the Veda having been established in the manner 
ABOVE described, YOU HAVE TO ADMIT OF THE PERSON CAPABLE OF 
PERCEIVING SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS. In THIS WAY, THE IN¬ 
TELLIGENT MAN WOULD BE ABLE TO SEE SUBTLE THINGS, 

AND WHILE TRANSCENDING THE LIMITATIONS OF HIS 
OWN KIND, HE WOULD BE RISING ABOVE OTHER 

MEN.— (3402-3403) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘/n the manner described*~hy us, under the chapter on ‘the Revealed 
Word’. 

The author states an argument in support of the above:— 
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TEXT (3404). 

Just as the capacity of the Ear and other Sense-organs in relation 

TO THEIR objects, BECOMES IMPROVED BY SPECIAL EXERCISE, 
medication and OTHER MEANS,—SO WOULD BE THE 
CASE WITH THE MIND ALSO.— (3404) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the potency of the sense-organs—Ear and the 
rest—^relating to their objectives, )>ecomes improved by particular exercises 
and by the application of particular unguents, etc.; and in the same manner 
it is quite possible that the capacity of the Mind also should become improved 
by certain special means.—(3404) 

The following Text shows how the capacity of the Ear, etc. is improved 
by exercise:— 

TEXT (3405). 

For EXAMPLE, VULTURES ARE ABLE TO SEE THINGS LYING AT A VERY 
GREAT distance: AND PEOPLE ABE ENABLED TO PERCEIVE HIDDEN 
TREASURES AND OTHER THINGS BY THE USE OF UNGUENTS 
AND COLLYRIUM WITH MAGICAL POWERS.— (3405) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words— People are eimhledy etc. ’—point out the improvement caused 
by medication. 

‘ Unguents, etc. with 9na(fical powers' is construed with ^is seen' of the 
previous sentence;—^tlie Instrumental Ending connoting cause or iustrurnen- 
tality, — (3406) 

Having thus shown that particular exercises and methods bring about 
an improvement in the powers of perception,—the author applies the same 
principle to the case in question;— 

TEXT (3406). 

In THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH SPECIAL EXERCISES, ONE WOULD BE 
ENABLED TO SEE THE CELESTIAL AND OTHER BEINGS, AS ALSO 
THINGS SUBTLE, HIDDEN AND SO FORTH,—IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH HIS OWN LIMITATIONS.— (3406) 

COMMENTARY. 

'In accordance^ etc., etc.' —There are such natural limitations as— 
‘ Vision of such and such a person turns downwards, not upwards ’ and so forth; 
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and if, in accordance with such well-known limitations, people have the 
Oogmtion of the Mahdrajikas and other celestial Beings,—^who can prevent 
it?—(3406) 


The following Text shows the superiority acquired by means of Mystic 
Practices:— 


TEXT (3407). 

Thbough pabticulab pbactices of YogUy the mind of the Mystics 

AND THEIB COGNITIONS GOME TO BE OF SUPEBIOR OBDEB. 

There can be nothing incongruous in this.— (3407) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the superior powers among men is denied on the ground that the said 
practices and medication, etc. are impossible,—then such denial is entirely 
superfluous. This is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3408-3409). 

If what you deny is the impossibility of the superiority of 

KNOWLEDGE IN CASES WHERE THE SAID PRACTICE AND MEDITATION, 
ETC. ARE ABSENT,—THEN SUCH DENIAL IS MOST IMPROPER. As 
IT IS ONLY NATURAL THAT WHEN THE CAUSE IS NOT THEBE 
THE EFFECT SHOULD NOT BE THEBE.—JuST AS THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF OTHER SCIENCES DOES NOT 
FOLLOW FROM THE KNOWLEDGE OF ANY 
ONE SCIENCE ONLY,—IN THE SAME 
MANNER, EACH STEP TOWARDS 
SUPERIORITY IS NOT GAINED IF 
THE CORRESPONDING CAUSES 
ARE NOT THERE.— 

(3408-3409) 

(COMMENTARY. 

'"Superiority ^—among the celestial Beings. 

This same argument sets aside what has been said by the other party 
under Text 3162, regarding the ‘auditory perception of Sounds, etc. etc.’— 
What is meant is that mere non-perception of the said superiority cannot 
justify the denial of it.—(3408-3409) 
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It has been argued, under Text 3164, that—“Similarly great superiority 
is found among men in the matter of scientific discussions, but that does not 
prove that the man is an expert in all sciences”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3410-3413). 

When the existence of the Omniscient Pebson is assebted, it is 
NOT on the basis OF HiS KNOWLEDGE OF ANY ONE PABT OF THINGS,— 
IN VIEW OP which the KNOWLEDGE OF THE VeDA AND THE ALLIED 
SUBJECTS COULD MAKE HeaVEN, ETC. PEBCEPTIBLE TO HiM. WhAT 
WE FIND IN Him is a supebiob gbade OF Wisdom, Mebcy and such 

QUALITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY CONSTANT PRACTICE,—^AND FROM 
OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THESE QUALITIES WE DEDUCE OUR KNOWLEDGE OF 
HiS OTHER KINDS OP SUPERIORITY ALSO. AnD AS THESE ARE 
QUALITIES OF THE MlND, THERE IS EVERY POSSIBILITY OF THEIR 
RISING TO THE HIGHEST STAGE.— LiKE THE CRUELTY (OF WICKED 
people), THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS REACHES THE HIGHEST 
STAGE, THROUGH CONSTANT PRACTICE ; THUS IS THAT WISDOM ATTAIN¬ 
ED WHICH CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS ; AND IT 
REMAINS INCOMPLETE WHILE EVEN A SINGLE THING REMAINS 

UNKNOWN.— (3410-3413) 


COMMENTARY. 

We do not accept the view that there is knowledge of all things, on 
the basis of the knowledge of a single thing, in view of which you have asserted 
that ‘merely that does not secure the knowledge of other sciences’ (Text 3164). 
What we do hold is that, through constant practice, the highest stages of 
wisdom are reached; and from that w’o gather that other kinds of superiority 
are also brought about by the knowledge of supersonsuous things, through 
the rising grades of that same practice. That this is so has been already 
proved before; it is further supported,—the argument being formulated as 
follows: all qualities of the Mind roach their highest stage through constant 
practice,—like the cruelty and other qualities of the Vedic Sacrificers (?);— 
and Wisdom is a quality of the Mind; hence this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of things.—The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded as 
‘Inconclusive’; because Wisdom, which consists in the comprehending of the 
nature of things, cannot roach its highest stage withoTit the knowledge of 
all things ,—^Nor can the Reason be regarded as ‘Inadmissible* on the ground 
of its qualification being unknown; because it has already been proved before 
in detail that constant practice is what is quite feasible.—^The word "Knsthd^ 
is synonymous with ‘highest stage’.—(3410-3413) 



1606 


tattvasangraha: chapter xxvi. 


TEXTS (3414-3416). 

Then again, the grains that originally grew out of the seeds op 

THE SAME KIND, TURN OUT GRADUALLY TO BE VASTLY SUPERIOR, 
THROUGH THE SUPERIOR TREATMENT THAT THEY RECEIVE. AnD 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE VriM AND OTHER GRAINS, SO IN THE 

CASE OF Mercy, Wisdom and other qualities also, 

IT is quite possible that when these latter, 

ENDOWED WITH THE SAID CHARACTER, REACH 
THEIR HIGHER STAGES, THERE RESULTS 

omniscience. —(3414-3415) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, the grains that originally grow out of the same kind of seeds are 
found, on undergoing special treatment, to become vastly superior; and just 
as this happens in the case of grains, so it does in the case of the qualities 
of Mercy, Wisdom, etc. also. So this is a Reason based on the nature of things. 
As before, here also the Reason is not ‘Inconclusive’ or ‘Inadmissible’. 
^MatV —^wisdom. 

'Endowed 'ivith the said character^ —^i.e. originally growing out of the same 
kind of cause.—(3414-3415) 


TEXTS (3416-3418). 

In THINGS THAT ARE LIABLE TO DETERIORATION IN THE PRESENCE OF 
THEIR OPPOSITES,—THERE COMES ABOUT AN UTTER DETERIORATION, 
—AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE IMPURITIES IN GOLD.—AFFLIC¬ 
TIONS, WRONG NOTIONS OF COGNISABLE THINGS AND SO FORTH, ARE 
ALL ENDOWED WITH THE SAID CHARACTER (OF DETERIORATING IN 
THE PRESENCE OF THEIR OPPOSITES): HENCE ON THE DESTRUCTION 

OP THESE, Cognitions become free from impurities. If it is 

POSSIBLE FOR THESE, ENDOWED AS THEY ARE WITH THE SAID 
CHARACTER, TO HAVE IMPURITIES,—THEN IT IS EQUALLY POSSIBLE 
FOR THEIR OPPOSITE TO UPROOT THAT IMPURITY.— (3416-3418) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that have been found to deteriorate in the presence of their 
opposites are liable to utter deterioration when their opposite rises to its 
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highest stage of development; as is foimd to bo the case with the impurities 
of gold;—Love, Hatred and the rest are found to deteriorate in the presence 
of the knowledge of ‘Soul-less-ness’;—^lienee this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of things.—The Reason adduced cannot be regarded as ‘Inadmissible’; 
because it has been proved that the knowledge of ‘Soul-less-ness’ is destruc¬ 
tive of Love, etc.—^Nor can the Reason be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’; because 
when the opposite of something rises to the highest point, that thing cannot 
continue to exist. Otherwise, if a thing w'ere unable to entirely uproot another 
thing,—how could it bring about even a slight deterioration in this latter ? 
For instance, the diamond, even when lying in the midst of flaming fire, 
does not undergo any deterioration at all.—Nor can the Reason bo held to 
be ‘Inconclusive’ on the ground of the impossibility of the opposite rising 
to the highest stage of development; because it has been already proved in 
detail, that such high development is quite possible. 

Or, those things that are liable to deterioration in the presence of their 
opposites, are likely to have opposites that are capable of utterly uprooting 
them,—as in the case of the impurities of gold;—the Afflictions and the 
wrong notions of knownble things are liable to deterioration in the presence 
of their opposites; hence tins is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 
Hero also the charge of ‘Inconclusiveness’ and ‘Inadmissibility’ may be 
rebutted as in the previous cases. 

" AdV includes the ‘wrong notions of action’.—(3410-3418) 


TEXTS (3419-3420). 

In some cases, there is absolute deterioration of things that 

OBSTRUCT the PERCEPTION OF TrUTH, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE 
OF THE EXTERNAL AS WELL AS INTERNAL DARKNESS. WhEN 
THERE IS DETERIORATION OF THIS, TRUE KNOWLEDGE 
APPEARS UNTRAMMELLED AND PROCEEDS TO APPLY TO 
THE WHOLE CIRCLE OF KNOWABLE THINGS.— 

(3419-3420) 


COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that servo as obstacles to the Perception of Truth are liable 
to absolute deterioration,—e.g. the external and nocturnal darkness,—and 
Afflictions and Wrong notions of things, etc. are obstacles to the perception 
of Truth; so that this is a Reason based upon the natiupo of things. 

That this Reason is not ‘Inconclusive’ is pointed out by the words— 
'‘when there is deterioration of this, etc. etc.^—* of this '—of the internal darkness 
(of Ignorance).—(3419-3420) 
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TEXTS (3421-3424). 

Or, those that subsist in a lasting substratum, having comb 
ABOUT IN it somehow, AND—SO LONG AS THEBE IS NO POROB TO 
THE CONTRARY, THEY DO NOT NEED ANY FURTHER EFFORT TOWARDS 
BRINGING THEM ABOUT AGAIN,—THESE, BY THE EXCELLENCE OP 
THE TREATMENT THEY RECEIVE, REACH THE HIGHEST STAGE OF 
PERFECTION ;—AS FOR EXAMPLE, THE PURIFICATION OP GOLD ;— 
KNOWLEDGE, MERCY AND SUCH QUALITIES ARE ALL OF THE SAID 
KIND ; SO THAT WHEN THESE HAVE REACHED THE HIGHEST 
STATE OF PERFECTION, THERE IS BRIIXIANT OMNISCIENCE.—^NOR CAN 

THIS Reason be held to be fallible (false) in view of the two 
CASES of Jumping and Water-hmting \ because Jumping follows 
NOT from the jumping ITSELF, BUT FROM STRENGTH AND EFFORT.— 
(3421-3424) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, if there are things that subsist in a lasting substratum, and have 
had some peculiarity produced in them somehow,—if there is no force to the 
contrary, —tliey do not stand in need of further effort for their production; 
and if they receive excellent treatment, they proceed to the highest stage of 
perfection; as is found in the case of the purification of Gold and such things; 
—Knowledge, Mercy and such things (i.e. those under discussion) have the 
character just described—hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of 
things. 

"Nor can this Reason he said to he fallible, in view of the cases of Jumping 
and Water-heating^; i.e. by reason of the qualifications that have been added 
in the above statement of the Reason. Neither Jumping nor Water-heating 
is produced only once; nor do they not need another effort for producing 
them again; nor do they subsist in a lasting substratum. 

Or, it may be said that there is no ‘fallibility* in the Premiss because of 
the further qualification that ‘it should proceed from a seed of the same 
kind’ (see Text 3414).—This is what is pointed out by the words— "Jumping 
follows, not from the jumping itself, etc, etc, —^i.e. the Jumping is not produced 
by the Jumping. 

Question: —“From what then, does it proceed ?” 

Answer:—"Jumping proceeds from strength and effort'; —i.e. when there is 
strength, and also effort, then there comes Jumping; it does not come when 
there is Jumping itself. These two—Strength and Effort—have their capa¬ 
cities restricted and fixed; consequently, the Jumping also has its character 
restricted and fixed. 

The following might be urged—“If Jumping proceeds from Strength 
and Effort, not from Jumping itself, then, the Jumping-capacity that comes 
to man after practice, should be his even prior to that practice”. 
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This does not affect our position. What happens is that before the 
practice, the body was disabled hy the presence of too much fat, and hence 
the same degree of Jumping could not be attained. Subsequently however, 
by repeated effort, the said disability gradually disappears, and the Jumping 
is attained exactly in accordance with the man’s strength.—^That such 
is the case must be admitted; as otherwise, the Jumping would proceed from 
the Jumping itself, and in that case there could be no fixity in its degree 
of excellence.—(3421-3424) 


Or, the Jumping also being dependent upon particular causes, there 
can be no fixity in its degree of excellence, and hence this case could not in¬ 
validate our Reason.—This is what is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3426-3427). 

Or, the Jumping also is something that is capable of reaching 

THE highest stage OF PERFECTION,—WHICH WOULD PROCEED 
FROM ITS OWN CAUSES, THROUGH CONCENTRATED EFFORT AND 
strength: THIS CAPACITY IS NAMED ‘MaNOJAVA’ (MiND-FoRCE). 
It is IN CONNECTION WITH SUCH CAPACITY THAT WE HEAR (AND 
READ) OF SUCH FACTS AS THAT THE LORD REACHES REMOTE PLACES 
BY MERELY THINKING OF IT.—^ThE MERE FACT THAT SUCH POWER IS 
NOT SEEN CANNOT PROVE THAT IT DOES NOT EXIST ; NOR CAN THE 

Opponent put forward any reason that could annul such an 
IDEA.— (3426-3427) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, we also admit that, through Concentration of Mind and the 
use of great strength, Jumping reaches the highest degree of perfection; as 
for 4nstance, we read of the Lord having the power called ‘Mind-Force’, 
by moans of which one becomes as swift in his movement as the Mind; that 
is why it has been named ‘Mind-Force’. 

Nor is there any reason annulling the possibility of this Power. 

Nor can mere non-perception of it justify its denial; as in that case, 
great incongruities would result.—(3426-3427) 


Further, it is actually seen that when peculiar conditions are produced 
in the Receptacle, the Movement reaches very superior excellence; so that 
from that also we could deduce such perfect movement in the case of the 
Blessed Lord.—This is what is shown in the following— 

49 
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TEXTS (3428-3430). 

The young Rdja-hamaa (Swan) is unable to move out of the house 
EVEN ; but through practice, it becomes able to go beyond 

THE OCEAN ALSO. JuST AS THIS MOVEMENT OF HIS IS THE RESULT OF 

THE EXERCISE OF THE PARTICULAR CONDITIONS OF THE RECEPTACLE 

(i.E. THE Body),—similarly, why cannot similar, or even 

HIGHER, POWERS BE POSSIBLE (iN THE BlESSED LoRD) ? At THE 

PRECEDING STAGE OF THE *Bodhi8attva\ HOWEVER, He IS NOT ABLE 

TO ATTAIN SUCH POWER OF MOVEMENT ; BUT THE GREAT SAGE WOULD 

CERTAINLY ATTAIN IT ON HiS REACHING THE HIGHEST STATE OF 

‘ Communion — (3428-3430) 

COMMENTARY. 

The young one of the Swan, in the beginning, is unable oven to go out 
of its nest; but later on, after even slight practice, its wings having grown, it 
flies oven beyond the seas. In the same manner, it is quite possible that other 
people, through the exercise of the conditions attaching to the body, attain 
similar process of movement. 

“That the bird is enabled to go to distant places, is due to the growth 
of wings, not to Practice”. 

Even after the wings have grown, the young bird is not found to 
fly up into the air all on a sudden. What happens is that when it begins 
to fly from one branch to the other of the tree, it flies, at first only to 
a short distance,—then, having got rid of all fear and doubt, it flies to 
remoter regions. 

Then again, just as in the case of the swan, after it has acquired a parti¬ 
cular substratum, it acquires the powers of movement that it did not possess 
before,—^similarly in the case of the Blessed Lord also, it is quite possible 
that, though He did not possess the particular power at the stage of the 
*Bodhi8aUva\ yet, when He attained a particular stage of Communion, He 
secured a particular substratum which enabled Him to acquire the movement 
in question.—This is all that is meant by the Text; the mention of‘Practice’ 
has no significance. 

The argument may be formulated as follows:—That Practice which is 
related to the receptacle of a particular condition leads up to the power of 
going very very far,—as is found in the case of the Practice by the young 
Swan;—the Practice of human beings also is capable of being related to the 
receptacle of a particular condition;—hence this is a Reason based upon 
the nature of things.—(3428-3430) 

It has been argued above, by the other party, under Text 3168, that— 
“The man who can jump into the sky to the height of 16 feet, can never 
jump to the height of 8 miles, however much he may practise jumping”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (3431). 

Ip a man is able to jump to the height op 16 feet, he could 

CERTAINLY ACQUIRE THE CAPACITY TO JUMP TO GREATER HEIGHTS, 
THROUGH SIMILAR MEANS.— (3431) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Author’s Reason is not 
falsified by the case of the ‘Heating of Water*; because of the qualifying 
phrase ‘having a lasting substratum’ (in Text 3421):— 


TEXT (3432). 

While the Water is being heated, it is gradually undergoing 

DESTRUCTION (EVAPORATION); THUS THE SUBSTRATUM BEING NOT 
‘LASTING*, WHAT AND WHERE WOULD THE ‘PERFECTION * LIE? 

—(3432) 

COMMENTARY. 

Qtiestion :—“How is it known that Wisdom and other qualities have a 
lasting substratum ? ’ ’ 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3433). 

Of mental qualities, the substratum consists in the ‘chain op 
Consciousness ’; and this never ceases to function through 
its connection with its receptacle.— (3433) 

COMMENTARY. 

'‘This' —i.o. The Chain of Consciousness. 

^Function through, etc, etc,' —i.e. from fimctioning through its connection 
with its receptacle, in the shape of the Bodhisattva; because what is meant 
is a particular ‘Receptacle’. 

What is meant is as follows:—It has been proved that there is another 
‘Region’ (Plane);—the Bodhisattvasare persons thoroughly imbued with great 
Mercy, and they live for the sole purpose of saving all beings from the meshes 
of Birth and Rebirth; the ‘Chain of Consciousness’, therefore, that subsists 
in them is all the more ‘lasting’. That‘Chain of Consciousness*, on the other 
hand, which subsists in the Disciples is not so ‘lasting’; because these latter 
enter into Nirvana sooner, and hence their Mercy is not so intense; 
which fact leads them to make no effort to continue to live on (for the 
benefit of living Beings).—(3433) 
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Qv^stion: —“How is the second qualification (being brought about some* 
hoWf under Text 342J) known to exist ?” 

Anmoer :— 

TEXT (3434). 

As THE FLOW OF QUALITIES GOBS ON APPEARING IN THE ‘CHAIN 

OF Consciousness so it goes on becoming more and 
MORE luminous.—(3434) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“ How is this also known ?’* 

Ansiuer :— 

TEXT (3435). 

This ‘Consciousness’ is of the same nature as the ‘perception 
OF Truth’, and hence it is luminous, by its very nature ; 

BECAUSE impurities ARE ALL HELD TO BE ADVENTI¬ 
TIOUS. —(3435) 

COMMENTARY. 

All this has been explained by us already,—that all these, Wisdom, 
Mercy and the rest, by their very nature, are of the same essence as the 
Perception of Truth; and as such they constitute the nature of‘Consciousness’, 
It thus becomes established that, as these Wisdom, etc. are of the very 
essence of Consciousness—when they have been once brought about, they 
continue to function automatically.—(3435) 

Qtiestion :—“How is it known that the second qualification, ‘ which is of 
the same essence as the Perception of Truth belongs to Consciousness ?” 
Answer :— 

TEXTS (3436-3437). 

If Consciousness were restricted to the cognition of something 

APART FROM ITSELF, THEN, AS IT ITSELF WOULD NOT BE COGNISED, 
THERE COULD BE NO COGNITION OF THINGS. CONSEQUENTLY 

Consciousness has to be regarded as essentially 
‘self-cognised’, specially because it is illumina¬ 
tive. Hence this Consciousness remains as 

SOMETHING FREE FROM ALL IMPOSITION.— 

(3436-3437) 


COMMENTARY. 


Primarily, the most important form of Consciousness consists in self- 
cognition ;—this has to be admitted by all parties. Otherwise, if Consciousness 
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were cognised by another cognition, then, as its own apprehension would be 
impossible, there could be no cognition of things. Consequently ‘self¬ 
illumination’ is the most important character of Consciousness. This‘self’ 
of the Consciousness is something entirely ephemeral; hence, by implication, 
it follows that Consciousness is of the nature of the ‘Perception of Truth’.— 
(3436-3437) 


The following might be urged—“Consciousness may be of the nature of 
the Perception of Truth; oven so, inasmuch as things destroyed are liable 
to appear again,—all the Reasons that have been adduced are irresistibly 
Inconclusive’.” 

The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXTS (3438-3440). 

When, thus, the ‘Path’ has become identified with Him, there 
CAN be no suppression OF IT BY LoVE, HATRED AND OTHER DEFECTS, 
SINCE THEY HAD BEEN ALREADY FEEBLE BEFORE. • ThE ‘PaTH’ 
—WHICH IS DESTRUCTIVE OF ALL DEFECTS,—HAVING BECOME 
THUS IDENTIFIED,—^THERE CAN BE NO LOSS OF IT WITHOUT 

effort; and. there can be no such effort, as ITS GOOD 
POINTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED.—^ThUS IT IS THAT Jim IS UNDER¬ 
STOOD TO BE THE Omniscient Person adorned by a pure and 
FIRM host of good QUALITIES, WHOSE SOUL CANNOT BE SHAKEN BY 
THE STORM OF DEFECTS,— (3438-3440) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even before the identification of the ‘Path’, the impuritie.s of Love, etc., 
already feeble on account of their adventitious character, are unable to 
suppress that Path; how then can they suppress the Path when it has become 
identified and absorbed? 

Further, when the quality of the Mind has become absorbed, it cannot 
be removed without effort; just as the cruel nature of the Vedic sacrificer and 
the Demon (?) cannot be removed. Nor isdt possible for any wise man to 
make an effort to get rid of what has been found to be possessed of good 
qualities.—^‘Why ?”—Because its good points have been perceived. This has 
been already explained before. 

"Apak§dla' is Defect.—(3438-3440) 


Or again, the character of ‘being an entity’ and so forth, which you have 
put forward (under Text 3157 seq.) as reasons for denying the existence of 
the Omniscient Person,—are themselves enough to prove His existence. In 
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Older to show this, the Author proceeds to point out the Invariable Con¬ 
comitance of the said characters (with Omniscience ):— 


TEXTS (3441-3443). 

Whatever things are conceived become clearly manifest, at 

THE COMPLETION OF THE CONCEPTION ; AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE 

OBJECTS OF DESIRE ;—ALL THINGS ARE CONCEIVED BY GREAT 
SAGES, FOR A LONG TIME AND SEVERAL TIMES, IN THEIR REAL 

FORM, AS ‘ Void ’, ‘ No-Soul ’ and so forth. That the 
‘Void’, ‘No-Soul’ and the rest are the real 
forms has been proved before. Hence 
as arising out of the conception of 
really existent things, the said 
conception has been rightly 
regarded as right and 
valid .-(3441-3443) 

COMMENTARY. 

The principal argument to be expounded later on, may bo formulated 
thus:—^Things that are possessed of the characters of‘being entity’, ‘being 
cognisable’ and so forth are those that become clearly manifest in a single 
cognition which forms the highest stage of conception;—e.g. the loved 
woman, the son and the thief who are conceived of by men who are obsessed 
by the feelings of love, etc.,—all things are possessed of the said characters of 
‘being entity’ and the rest;—Whence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things.—^The Reason adduced here cannot be said to be ‘Inconclusive’; 
because whatever thing, real or unreal, is conceived of, is always found to 
bring about, at the culmination of the conception, the clear cognition of 
that thing; e.g. the man in love has the clear cognition of the woman he 
loves;—all things are conceived of in their real form, for a long time, by persons 
who are absorbed in mercy;—Whence this is a Reason based on the nature of 
things. 

This shows that Conception is invariably concomitant with the resultant 
clear cognition. 

Question: —^l^'he clear cognition of things is independent of other things; 
how is it known that the ‘Void’, ‘No-Soul’ and the rest constitute the 
real form of things ? ” 

Answer:—^That the Void, No-Soul and the rest, etc, etc,' —(3441-3443) 


The Author now proceeds to show that the cognition of the ‘Void’ 
and the rest is vouched for by Perception, itself:— 
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TEXTS (3444-3446). 

The COGNITION in question is vouched FOR BY ‘Perception*, because 

IT IS clearly manifest, and is in keeping with the BEAL NATURE 

OF THINGS ; JUST LIKE THE APPEARANCE OF Blue AND OTHER THINGS, 

ARISING FROM THE CONTACT OF THE EyE AND OTHER SeNSE-ORGANS. 

The single clear appearance of all things in a single cognition 

IS quite possible,—which please UNDERSTAND ; ALSO BECAUSE 

things ARB SO CONCEIVED OF, LIKE THE WOMAN, THE SON AND THE 

thief; Conception too is not difficult to get at, as it can 

PRESENT ITSELF BEFORE ONE BY MERELY WISHING FOR IT.— (3444- 

3446) 

COMMENTARY. 

As it is clearly manifested, it cannot bo merely fanciful;—as it envisages 
things vouched for bj" means of Right Cognition, it cannot bo incompatible 
with the reality; hence it miLst be regarded as a valid form of Perception, 
like the Visual and other perceptions. 

Thus it having boon proved that it arises from mere conception and is 
clearly manifest, it also becomes proved that all things become clearly 
manifested simultaneously in a single cognition; and thus the Invariable 
Concomitance becomes established, and we get the Premiss that ‘all things 
can appear clearly in a single cognition at one and the same time’.— 
The argument may be formulated as follows:—Things that are conceived of 
are capable of being clearly manifested in a single cognition;—e.g. the 
Woman and other things;—all things are conceived of;—hence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

The Reason cannot Ix) regarded as ‘Inadmissible’;*- this is pointed out 
by the next sentence— 'Conception too is not, etc. etc.'* —^ITiat is, the possibility 
of conception having been proved before, the Reason cannot bo regarded a-s 
‘Inadmissible’.—(3444-3446) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance by pointing out 
that the capacity of being clearly manifestCAl is connected with mere concep¬ 
tion, the author now proceeds to point out the main purport of his 
argument:— 


TEXTS (3447-3449). 

All THINGS MUST BE REGARDED AS CLEARLY MANIFESTED BY THE 
ONE COGNITION THAT REPRESENTS THE HIGHEST STAGE OF THE 
CONCEPTION,—BECAUSE OF SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING ENTITIES’, 
‘BEING existent' AND THE LIKE,—^LIKE THE BeLOVED WoMAN 
AND OTHERS.—SIMILARLY, WHEN THE CERTAINTY REGARDING A 
THING IS CAPABLE OF BEING PROVED BY SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING 
AN entity’, ‘being EXISTENT*, ‘BEING PRODUCED’ AND THE UKE,— 
—^WHO IS THERE WHO WILL NOT REGARD IT AS WELL-ESTABLISHED ? 
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—Here then is fully established the existence of the 
Omniscient Person, who is the crest-jewel of all Suraa and 
Aaurds, and whose single cognition comprehends all that is 
KNOWABLE.— (3447-3449) 

COMMENTARY. 

The highest stage of the development of the Conception is represented 
by the cognition in question. Even in the absence of co-ordination, the 
Bahuvrihi compound is based upon the sense of the words. The meaning thus 
is that- all things are such as are clearly manifested in the single cognition 
that represents the highest stage of the Conception.—And the Person in 
whose one cognition all tilings become clearly manifested in this way is one 
'"whose single cognition comprehends all that is knowahle\ and who is ^the 
crest-jewel of all Suras and A suras'; —^and this Person is thas proved to 
be ‘omniscient’.—(3447-3449) 


TEXT (3450). 

Dharma and other things must have been known to some Person, 
without any verbal expressions,—because they have been 

TAUGHT by truthful MEN,—LIKE THE PURITY OF GOLD AND 
SUCH THINGS.— (3450) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that have been taught by truthful men must have been 
known to some one,—like the purity of gold and such things;—and Dharma 
and other things have been taught by truthful men;—hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things.—(3450) 

The following might be urged—“It is possible that the Teachers have 
taught Dharmaf etc. after learning it from the Veda; hence your argument 
is futile”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXT (3451). 

It having been proved that the Veda is the work of a human 

BEING, our argument IS NOT PROVING WHAT IS ALREADY PROVED 

(and hence futile). Mere random teaching of what 
IS NOT known cannot BE ALWAYS TRUE.— (3451) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the chapter on the ‘Revealed Word’, it has been proved that the 
Veda is the work of a liiunan being; hence our present argument is not ‘futile*. 
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It might be argued that—“Teachings can be imparted at random, 
without knowing the things taught; so that your Reason is ‘Inconclusive’. ” 
The answer to this is —^Mere ratkdom teaching^ etc. etc .^—^It is not possible 
that anyone, without knowledge, should go on talking, and that too against 
all forms of Right Cognition.—(3451) 


TEXTS (3452-3453). 

The supbrsbnsuous potency of Gestures, Magic Circles and Incan¬ 
tations TO CURB THE ATTACK OF GHOSTS AND WITCHES, TO REMOVE THE 
effects OF Poisons ;—also the sages and Garuda and such 

BEINGS ;—IF THE CLEAR KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THESE THINGS 
BY DIRECT PERCEPTION, AS APART FROM WORDS AND 

Inference, did not belong to these Persons, 

—how is it that they HAVE SPOKEN OF ALL 
this ?— (3452-3453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, the knowledge of Incantations and other things as possessing 
the capacity to remove the effects of Poison, etc.,—things that are entirely 
beyond the reach of the senses,—^if these things were not directly known to 
Bvddha and others, how is it that they have spoken of them ? This needs 
to be explained.—(3452-3453) 

“It may be that they have spoken of these things after having come to 
know them tlirough Inference.^' 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3454). 

His knowledge could not have been derived through Inference, 
AS there had been no previous perception ; AND hence no 
relationship with the Inferential Indicative could 
BE recognised.— (3454) 

COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can form the object of Inference of which the relationship to 
the Indicative has not been recognised; and it is not possible to have any 
definite notion of the relationship of any Inferential Indicative to a thing 
which is entirely beyond perception.—(3454) 
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TEXTS (3466-3467). 

Nob could He derive His knowledge by hearing it as asserted 
BY another person ; AS THE CASE OF THE LATTER ALSO WOULD BE 
OPEN TO THE SAME OBJECTIONS.—^NOR CAN THE CONFORMITY (OF 

THE Teaching) with the real state of things be merely acci¬ 
dental. Because the teaching is avowedly in regard to 
Dharma ; hence it could not be attributed to any other 

motive ; AND IT IS ONLY WHEN SOMETHING HAS BEEN DONE WITH 
A DIFFERENT MOTIVE THAT SUCH ‘ACCIDENT’ MAY BE SUSPECTED; 
E.G. WHEN A THIRSTY MAN IS GOING IN SEARCH OF THE RIVER,—IF 
HE COMES BY A TREE, THAT CAN BE SAID TO BE ‘ACCIDENTAL’.— 

(3466-3457) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be said that—“His knowledge has been derived from the 
assertions of another person”.—^But that cannot be right, as the case of this 
latter also would be open to the same objections. For instance, the following 
consideration arises here also: How did the other person know it? There 
can be no teaching, without knowledge;—if he learnt it from another 
person;—and so on, there would be an infinite regress; thus there 
being a case of the blind following the blind, all would have to be regarded 
as ignorant, and no teaching would be right and sound. This has been 
thus declared.—‘ In regard to such matters (as Dharnia), the assertion of man 
cannot be reliable, as it would be like the assertion of the blind regarding 
colour, ’ 

The following might be urged— “ The Conformity of tho Teaching to the 
real state of things might be purely accidental ”. 

The answer to this is that— "Nor c<m, etc, etc,'* —The compound is to be 
expounded as—that of which accidental confoi'mity is the character. It is 
only when the effort made for one thing leads one to another thing that the 
conformity to this latter may be accidental; e.g. when a man is going along 
in search of the river-side, if he comes by the shade of the tree. In the case 
in question, however, the Teaching has not been imparted with any other 
motive; as the Blessed Lord has clearly introduced His teaching with the 
words—^*0 Bhih§U8, I shall now teach you Dharma\ and then proceeded to 
expound His Teachings regarding Dharma and other matters; so that it is 
clear that His teaching has not proceeded with any other motive. 

* VahinV is River;—* Vidruma^ is Tree,—or Coral.—(3466-3457) 


It might be argued that— “ it is possible that the Teaching might have 
proceeded from Delusion; and hence the Reason put forward is‘Inconclusive”. 
The answer to this is as follows:—: 
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TEXT (3468). 

Nor is the Teaching the assertion of demented people with dis¬ 
ordered MINDS ; BECAUSE IT IS FOUND TO BE IN A REGULAR 
SEQUENCE AND IS AN EXCELLENT FULFILLBR OF ITS 
PURPOSE.— (3468) 

COMMENTARY. 

Demented persons with disordered minds cannot make any such long 
assertions as appear in well-ordered sequence, as a connected whole accom¬ 
plishing the purposes of man. 

Thus it becomes established that there has been some one who possessed 
the direct knowledge of Dhartna and allied matters.—(3468) 

The following might be urged—“It might have been established in a 
general way; but even so, what you wished to prove was the fact that Buddha 
had the knowledge of Dharma; how is that proved ” ? 

In answer to this, the Author proceeds to show that the Blessed Lord 
did possess the knowledge of Dharma :— 


TEXTS (3459-3461). 

When a Person who, intent upon the Truth, which is neither 

HEARD of nor INFERRED, EXPOUNDS IT,—SUCH AN EXPOUNDER 
MUST BE REGARDED AS ONE WHO HAS HAD DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF 

THAT Truth ; for example, when the man who has actually 

SEEN WATER, POINTS IT OUT TO OTHERS ;—THE GeEAT SaGE, INTENT 

UPON THE Truth, has actually expounded, with firm convic¬ 
tion, THE Truth which had never been heard of or inferred,— 
which is beyond the reach of the senses, the potencies of 
which, like those of Gestures, Magic Circles and the like, 
ARE NOT known TO OTHERS.— (3459-3461) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be thus formulated:—One who, intent upon the 
Truth, teaches the truth regarding unheeird of and un-inferred things, ho 
must be regarded as being directly cognisant of the real essence of those 
things,—e.g. the man who, having actually seen water, points it out to 
others;—the Blessed Lord has actually taught such Truths;—Whence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things. 

The truthfulness of the Teachings having been already established, the 
Reason cannot be said to be ‘Inadmissible*.—^Nor is it ‘Inconclusive’— 
as has been shown already.—And as all our Reasons are present wherever 
the Probandum is present, the Reason cannot be regarded as ‘Contradictory *. 
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^Pardjndta, etc .'—^The Gesture, etc. whose potency is not known to other 
people.—(3459-3461) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3169, that—“Even 
when the superiority of knowledge proceeds very far, it can comprehend 
only a little more than others, it can never comprehend things beyond the 
senses’*. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3462). 

Thus, when there is superior knowledge, and it proceeds on 

THE basis of proper MEANS, IT CAN COMPREHEND ALL THAT 
IS MORE THAN OTHERS,—EVEN THAT WHICH IS BEYOND 
THE SENSES.— (3462) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 3170, that—“While the man is seated 
in a hut, the Sense-perception that ho has has its range restricted within 
that hut, etc. etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3463-3464) 

When a man is seated in a hut, the sense-perception that he has 

HAS ITS RANGE RESTRICTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT EXTEND 
TO ANOTHER HUT;—^ALL THIS YOU COULD BE IN A POSITION TO 
ASSERT WITH CERTAINTY ONLY WHEN YOU HAD THE 
DIRECT APPREHENSION OF THE CAPACITY OF ALL THINGS; 
OTHERWISE, ON WHAT COULD SUCH CERTAINTY 

BE BASED?— (3463-3464) 

COMMENTARY. 

When you made this statement you made it entirely on the basis of that 
assertion itself; for people of limited vision, mere non-apprehension cannot 
justify any certainty regarding the incapacity of all men to cognise super- 
sensuous things.—(3463-3464) 

The following might be urged—“When we declare the incapacity of 
men to cognise supersensuous things, we do not do so on the basis of mere non¬ 
apprehension; in fact, we do it on the basis of inference from such reasons 
M ‘being human* and so forth. For instance, all men are incapable of per- 
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ceiving things remote, ooncealed, etc.,—^because they are human, because 
they are entities, because they are cognisable,—^like myself”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3466-3466). 

If you DEDUCE THE INCAPACITY OF OTHER PERSONS, IN REGARD TO A 
CERTAIN EFFECT, FROM YOUR OWN EXAMPLE,—ON THE BASIS OF SUCH 
REASONS AS ‘BEING HUMAN* AND THE LIKE,—THEN YOU LAND 
YOURSELF IN ABSURDITIES.—In THIS WAY, YOUR OWN 
STUPIDITY HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED,—FROM YOUR 
OWN EXAMPLE, ALL LEARNED MEN MIGHT BE 
REGARDED AS STUPID.— (3466-3466) 

COMMENTARY. 

*Ni8hchaye\ ‘deduce’, is to be construed with "Karye\ ‘in regard to a 
certain effect’. 

The Reasons cited are all ‘Inconclusive’; as leading to absiwdities.— 
Because in this same manner, it may asserted as follows:—‘All men are 
stupid, because they are human, etc. etc.,—like yourself’.—And yet there 
can be no such deduction. Because Dhamrn is not found in one man, it 
cannot be deduced that it cannot bo found in any man; because men are 
found to be differently circumstanced.—(3465-3466) 


As regards J^tuparrui's assertion, quoted under Texts 3172-3173—to the 
effect that—“All men do not know all things, etc. etc.”,—^that also is a 
mere assertion made witho\it reasons.—^This is what is pointed out in the 
following— 


TEXT (3467). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO LIMIT TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF MAN. 

Hence the statement in question is a mere assertion 
MADE WITHOUT ANY REASON.— (3467) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, it may be that the statement made by J^tupama is in regard to 
men like ourselves; in that case, there being no incompatibility between 
this view and our doctrine of the Omniscient Person,—^it has no bearing on 
the present discussion.—^This is what is pointed out in the following— 
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TEXTS (3468-3472). 

Or, it may be that the statement made by Rtupar'^ was with 

REFERENCE TO COMMON DULL-WITTED PERSONS UKB HIMSELF, 
WHOSE MINDS HAVE NOT BEEN PURIFIED.—In SUPPORT OF THE 
POSSIBILITY OF THERE BEING AN OMNISCIENT PERSON, WE HAVE 
ALREADY STATED THE PROOF IN DETAIL;—^ARGUMENTS TO THE 
CONTRARY BROUGHT FORWARD BY OTHER PARTIES HAVE ALSO BEEN 
REFUTED.—In FACT, EVEN IF THE PROOF IN SUPPORT OP HiS 
EXISTENCE HAD NOT BEEN PUT FORWARD, THE MERE ANNULMENT OP 
THE ARGUMENTS TO THE CONTRARY WOULD HAVE ESTABLISHED THE 
PROBABILITY OF HiS EXISTENCE. BECAUSE WHERE NOTHING AGAINST 
A CERTAIN IDEA IS PERCEIVED, NOB ANYTHING IN SUPPORT OF IT,— 
‘ THERE ARISES A DOUBT REGARDING IT; WHICH INDICATES ITS PRO- 
BABIUTY. In FACT, IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS PROBABILITY IS THERE, 
THAT THERE CAN BE SUCH AN ASSERTION TO THE CONTRARY (MADE 
BY THE Mimdmsaka) as that—“it is by means of the Veda alone 
THAT Dharma can be known — (3468-3472) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Svasamdn *—^People like—similar to—^himself.—(3468-3472) 

It has been argued, under Text 3174, that—“The capa^city of Perception 
has never been found applicable to the future, etc. etc. ’ *. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXT (3473). 

Even in regard to future things, the capacity of Perception 
WOULD BE applicable, IN THE CASE OF MySTICS,—^AS HAS 
BEEN POINTED OUT IN THE CHAPTER ON ‘ThE ThRBE 

Points of Time’.—(3473) 

COMMENTARY. 

has been pointed out in the chapter, etc, etc ,'—This is what has been 
said \mder that chapter:—All things, directly or indirectly, bear to each other 
the relation of cause and effect; the Present thing is always, directly or 
indirectly, the effect of the Past, and the cause of the Future thing. What the 
Mystics do is to apprehend all things by direct Perception, and thereby 
determine the Past and the Future entity also, on the basis of the ‘chain of 
entities’, past and future, which are related as cause and effect respectively, 
—by means of conceptions that are object-less and hence not entirely in 
conformity with reality, or purely worldly,—^wbich follow on the wake of the 
said Perception. 
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This is what has been declared in Texts 1853-1866 under the chapter 
on the ‘Three points of Time’—[For translation see, in loco, above].—(3473) 

The above is not accepted by the Sautrdntika (section of Buddhists), 
who hold that the Blessed Lord has the direct perception of all things. Hence 
the Author sets forth the view of the Sauirdntika in the following— 


TEXT (3474). 

Or, THROUGH THE POWERS OF YOGA, THE MENTAL PERCEPTION OF MySTICS 

WOULD CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE PaST AND THE FUTURE ALSO, 
INDEPENDENTLY OF INFERENCE AND THE WORD. 

—(3474) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one has a true dream, oven though the cognition is object-less, 
yet it is there, independently of Inference and Word,— appearing through the 
peculiar nature of its substratum, and it is in conformity with the real state of 
things. In the same manner, in the case of mystics, through the powers 
of Meditation and Communion, the Past and the Futiure thing becomes 
clearly perceptible, independently of Inference and Word. This Perception 
is held to be a valid proof (of omniscience).—(3474) 

The following might be mged—“Perception has been held to envisage 
the Specific Individuality of things; there is no Specific Individuality that is 
Past or Future; then how can the knowledge of these envisage the Specific 
Individuality'' 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3476-3476). 

As APPREHENDING ITS OWN MANIFESTATION, IT ENVISAGES A Specific 

Individuality ; and as envisaging a clear and distinct manifesta¬ 
tion, IT IS HELD TO BE Perception, —Thus there is some 
one who perceives SUPBRSENSUOUS things DIRECTLY. 

And as there is no eternal Word, one does not 
perceive anything through that.— 

(3476-3476) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it is true that there is no Specific Individuality that is Past or 
Future, yet, inasmuch as the cognition apprehends itself, it has been 
declared in the scriptures to be envisaging the Specific Individuality i hence 
there is no incongruity in this. 
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And as this cognition is cleeu* and distinct, and is free from conceptual 
content^ and is in conformity with the real state of things,—it fulfills all the 
conditions of ‘Perception*, and hence it becomes established that it is 
Perception —(3476-3476) 

Not accepting this view (that the Lord has the direct Perception of all 
things), the Author asserts the following, in answer to what the other party 
has asserted under Text 3176 to the effect that—“He alone sees things who 
sees them through the eternal Word”.— 


TEXT (3477). 

The wise men have declared that the knowledge of the Sage 

OP supbbsensuous things proceeds from the Inference 

STATED BEFORE,—^NOT FROM ANY BeVEALED 

Word.— (3477) 

COMMENTARY. 

The wise men—^i.e. the Buddhists—have declared that the knowledge of 
supersensuous things, belonging to the Blessed Lord, which directly envisages 
all things, is brought about by the force of his meditations,—^through the 
aforementioned Inference, independently of the Revealed Word;—and that 
it does not proceed from any scriptures compiled by men. Hence as this 
view is not accepted by us, the objection does not affect us.—(3477) 

It has been argued, under Text 3178, that—“ the beginninglessness that 
is asserted in regard to the composer and the utterances emanating from him 
is itself based upon two invalid notions, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3478-3479). 

Beginninglessness is not asserted in regard to the Composer 
OR to the utterances emanating from him,—for the purpose of 
proving their validity ; because beginninglessness belongs 
TO the invalid (wrong) cognition also; for instance, 
the Unbelievers and their words,—as also the 
Vedas and their expounders,—^are not valid 
AND reliable, EVEN THOUGH THEY MAY BE 
BBGINNINGLBSS.— (3478-3479) 

COMMENTARY. 

When we assert Beginninglessness, it is not as a reason for reliabUUy; 
because such a reason, as present in the absence of the Probandum also, 
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would be ‘Inconclusive*. Hence, the objection that you have urged has been 
urged by imputing to us a view tliat is not held by us.—(3478-3479) 


Then again, it is you yourselves who assort the beginninglessnean of the 
Vedas and their Expounders as a reason for the roliabilty of the Veda; so 
that all the objections that you have urged are clearly applicable to you.— 
This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3480). 

In fact, the beglnninglsssness ok the P]xpounders and of the Eternal 
Sentences that is asserted by you for the purpose of proving 
their reliability, is denied by us as a sheer counter¬ 
blast.— (3480) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound is to bo expounded as—‘The expounders’ and ‘the 
eternal sentences’. ‘Expounder’ stands for those who expound the meaning 
of the Vedas.—(3480) 


Qiiestion :— “ How is the Boginninglessness denied ? ’ ’ 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3481). 

The Expounders stand on the same footing as the Composers ; and 
DEPENDENT UPON THEM IS THE RELIABILITY OF THE VeDAS ; BECAUSE 
the knowledge OF THE MEANING OF THE VeDAS IS DERIVED 
FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY THE SAID 

Expounders.— (3481) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Dependent upon them' —i.e. upon the Expounders. 

“How so?” 

Because the knowledge of the meaning of the Vedas is derived from the 
explanations provided by those Expounders,—^tliereforo the validity and 
reliability of the Vedas are dependent upon those persons.—(3481) 

Question: —“What is the harm if that is so ?” 

Answer :— 

60 
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TEXTS (3482-3484). 

In this way, the Vedio Sentences, being dependent upon other 

THINGS, cannot BE RELIABLE.—^As REGARDS THE EXPOUNDERS, 

AS THEY DO NOT THEMSELVES PERCEIVE Dharm^l, THESE ALSO 

CAN NEVER BE RELIABLE. Of SUCH EXPOUNDERS, EVEN THOUGH 

beginningleasness may be postulated, it would be in a position 

THAT IS not reliable ; AND HENCE IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT 

IN CHARACTER FROM THE BEGINNINGLESSNESS OF THE UNBELIEVERS 

AND OTHERS. ThUS THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE DISCERNIBLE, 

ALL THIS COMES TO BE ON THE SAME FOOTING ; SO THAT NEITHER 

Reliability Unreliability yNOJjLD be beginningless.— (3482-3484) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘Can never he reliable ''—That is Reliability can never bo theirs. 

Whtni, ill this way, the Vedic Sentences themselves, being dependent 
upon other things, cannot be reliable,—their Expounders would be like a 
group of blind people, having no knowledge of dharnia; and as such these 
also would be unreliable. 

Thus what has been asserted by the other party, to the effect that— 
“Reliability (Validity) and Unreliability (Invalidity) would thus be be¬ 
ginningless”,—cannot be right.—This is what is pointed out by the words— 
‘Aa mdnatvdpra^ndnaive, etc, etc .*—Only if the reliability of the Expounders 
and the Veda had been established, could the said Reliability be boginningless; 
as a matter of fact, however, that itself has not been established; hence it is 
not right to assort that both those are beginninglesa .—(3482-3484) 

Then again, when wo asserted that the Vtnlas and their expounders stand 
on the same footing as Buddha and His Teachings,—it was merely as a 
counterblast ; as a matter of fact, there can be no equality between the 
Blessed Lord and His Teacliings on the one iiand and the \'edas and their 
expounders on the other; there is really a great difference between them.—This 
is what is pointed out in the following— 

TEXT (3485). 

In FACT, THERE IS THIS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SaGE AND THOSE 

Words,—that He perceived the Dharma Himself and 
EXPOUNDED them THROUGH MeRCY.— (3485) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been already proved that the Blessed Lord had the direct per- 
ception of DJharnui and taught it. Hence what the opponent has assorted 
(under Text 3179) regarding the uiureliability of one who has never himself 
perceived Dharma, is ‘inadmissible’.—(3486) 
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The following might be urged—“How is it known that the Lord Himself 
expounded the DharmaV' 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3486). 

That is described as 'Dharma' by ali. wise persons from which 
FOLLOWS ‘Prosperity’ and the ‘Highest Good’. — (3486) 

(JOMMENTAKV. 

‘T/mj Highest GoocV —‘follows from wliic^h’—such is the construction. 

^ Prosperity'^ is Hapi^iness, Highest Good' is Final Liberation. 

‘ This is wlmt is described as Dharrna' —as is clear from the assertion (in the 
Vaishe^ika^S'uira) that ‘ Dharina is that from whi(5h follows the fulfilment of 
Prosperity and the Highest Good’.-* (3480) 

[Says tho Opponent]—“It may be that Dhamia is the means of accom¬ 
plishing Prosperity and the Highest Good; but how is tho Word of Buddha 
tho means of knowing Dharrua, —by virtue of wliich He should be recognised 
as ‘cognisant with Dharnut' ?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3487). 

As A matter of fact, wherever the rules laid down by Him 

RELATING TO INCANTATIONS AND COMMUNION AND SUCH THlNtJS, ARE 
PROPERLY FOIXOWED IN PRACTICE, ONE BECOMES ENDOWED 
WITH EVEN SUCH PERCEPTIBLE QUALITIES AS WISDOM, 
HEALTH, POWER AND SO FORTH.—(3487) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho compound is to b(' expounded as—‘The rules relating to Incanta¬ 
tions and Communion’ which ‘have boon laid down by tho Blessed Lord’. 
Tho term ^ yoga' stands for Comm union. 

‘And such Ihimjs' is meant to include (:ilostiu’os, Magic Circles and so 
forth. 

'Even perceptible qiuilities'—-i,i}i. during tho present life itself,—and not 
only in the other regions, aftt^r doath. This is what is indicated hy tho word 
‘cyen’.—(3487) 

Having thus shown that the w'ords of Buddha are conducive to 
‘Prosperity’, tho Author proceeds to show' that they are also conducive 
to the ‘Highest Good’:— 
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TEXTS (3488-3494). 

Fbom the realisation of the Doctrine of the ‘Soul-lbss-ness of 

ALL things’ as TAUGHT BY HiM, FOLLOWS THE CESSATION OF THE 
WHOLE MASS OF Afflictions due to the notion of things having 
SUCH EXISTENCE. ThIS NOTION OF THE REALITY OF THINGS APPEARS 
IN THE FORM OF ‘sBLF’ AND ‘THINGS RELATED TO THE SELF’; 
IT IS ONLY WHEN THERE ARB NOTIONS OF ‘I’ AND ‘MINE’ THAT THE 

WHOLE MASS OF Afflictions becomes operative.—^The said percep¬ 
tion OF‘SoUL-LESS-NESS’ IS THE ENEMY OF THIS NOTION OF REALITY ; 
HENCE WHEN THE FORMER BECOMES DULY ABSORBED AND REALISED, 
THE LATTER DISAPPEARS ; THEREFORE THE ENTIRE MASS OF 

Afflictions due to that notion of reality ceases, on account of 

THE ABSENCE OF ITS CAUSE ; AND WHEN THAT CEASES, THERE IS 

NO MORE Birth due to that. Thus there being absolute 

LIBERATION FROM BiRTH, THIS STATE IS SPOKEN OF AS THE ‘FiNAL 

Goal’.—Thus the perception of ‘Soul-less-ness’ is the door to 
Unrivalled ‘ Good ’.—^All other Philosophers have held that 
Liberation follows from the cessation of the ‘I-notion’ ; but 
IF there is a ‘Soul’, this ‘I-notion’ can never cease ; because 
its efficient cause would always be there ; so the objective 

OF THAT notion TOO WOULD NOT BE ABROGATED. If IT WERE 
abrogated, THERE WOULD BE NEGATION OF IT, WHICH WOULD MEAN A 
COMPLETE VOLTE-FACE ON THEIR PART.— (3488-3494) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is accepted by all that Liberation consists in the absolute cessation of 
the series of Births and Rebirths. But the only moans of attaining this 
consists in the Teachings of the Bles.sed Lord; as it is only here—and no¬ 
where else,—that we have the ‘teaching of the doctrine of no-SouV, which is 
the sole destroyer of ‘ AiHiciions’ which are the source of ‘Birth and Rebirth *; 
and all other Philosophers are wedded to the false doctrine of the ‘Soul’. 
Thus it is the word of the Blessed Lord alone which, as being the means 
of attaining Prosperity and Highest Good, can bo the indicator of Dharma;* 
hence it is this alone that should be depended upon by all who seek their 
own welfare.—Such is the purport of the whole text. 

The meaning of the words is now explained:— 

Question: —“How do you know that the mass of Afflictions arises from 
the notion of the real existence of things ?” 

Anstuer: — ^The notion of the reality of things, etc. etc,'' —^This has been 
already explained by us before. 

Question: —“If the mass of Afflictions arises from the notion of the 
real existence of things, even so, how is it set aside by the perception of 
‘Soul-less-ness’ ?” 
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Anewer:—said perception of Souldeaa-nese^ etc, etc,'—^Notion of 
reality' —^i.e. the notion of existence; i.e. the idea that things are reallj’’ 
existent,—of this, the ‘perception of Soul-less-ness’ is the ‘enemy’— 
opponent,—^This also has been already explained by us before. 

*The former' —i.e. the Perception of ‘Soul-less-ness’;— the latter' —i.e. 
the notion of the real existence of things. 

^Due to that'—-due to the notion of real existence. 

‘On account of the absence of its cause' —i.e. on the cessation of its cause 
in the shape of the notion of real existence. 

‘ When that ceases' —i.e. when the mass of Afflictions disappears. 

‘/)ne to that' —i.e. due to the Afflictions. 

^There is no more Birth'\ —when the cause is not there, the effect cannot 
appear; if it did, it would do so without cause. 

Absolute liberation from it' —i.e. from the Affktions or from Births 
there is absolute lil)eration, there being no more Birth ; as it has been 
declar€)d that ‘Final Liberation consists in absolute emancipation from it*. 

Says the Opponent—“Undor other systems also the Percejjtion of Truth 
has been hold to be the means of ‘Highest Good’, and the ‘Ten Noble Paths* 
also have been laid down as leading to ‘Prosperity*. Why then should the 
doctrine of Soul-less-ness be the only way to Liberation ?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— * All other Philosophers etc. etc. —For 
instance, all ‘thought-phase^s* having their source in the '‘I-notion'^ there is 
Liberation on the cessation of this notion;—on this point all men seeking 
for Liberation are agreed. This cessation of the‘I-notion’, however, is not 
possible under the other philosophical systems; as they are all obsessed 
with the false notion of ‘Soul’, and this notion of ‘Soul’ is the very root 
of the said ‘I-notion’. So long as this ‘Soul* is there obsessing the men,— 
and this, in its perfect state, is tho cause of the ‘I-notion’,—and its own 
oljjective, in the shape of the ‘Soul’ has not been abrogated,—how could 
the said ‘I-notion’ cease?—This has been thus declartKi—‘So long as the 
Mind is besot with tho I-notion^ tho series of Birth and Rebirth does not cease; 
and so long as the idea of the Soul is there, the I-notion does not cease; 
there is no other Teacher, except Thyself, who teaches the doctrine of no¬ 
soul ; hence there is no other Path to Peace except the one declared by Thee ’. 
The reason for this lies in the fact that the properties of the Mind cannot bo 
pulled out like thorns and thrown away; they have arisen from the wrong 
notions of things, and as such they automatically cease on the cessation of 
their cause in the shape of the said wrong notions. 

It might be argued that—“the Yogin does abrogate it”. 

The answer to that is—‘7/ it were abrogated, etc. etc.' —If the ‘Soul’ 
were abrogated (and repudiated), it could be repudiated only in the words 
‘it does not exist’; as otherwise, there would be no point in repudiating it. 
Because if, after having accepted the ‘Soul’, one wore to repudiate it as the 
‘source of pain’, then such repudiation would be useless; because the repudia¬ 
tion of a thing is done for tho purpose of abandoning it; and no abandoning 
could be possible of what one regards as his ever-lasting self; hence the said 
repudiation would be useless.—^Nor can those other philosophers repudiate 
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the ‘Soul* as being non-existent\ because when they have regarded the 
Soul as existent^ if they regard it as non-existent ,—^this would mean a com¬ 
plete volte-face on their part.—(;i488--3494) 

Further, there may be n^pudiation of it either as being the source of 
suffering or as something else; even so there could be no cessation of the 
I-nothn whose sole root lies in the notion of the ‘Soul*.—This is what is 
pointed out in the following :— 

TEXT (3495). 

The notion ‘I am not* cannot be right if the ‘I* really exists. 

Or else, it is not true ‘that one who knows the Truth 
MUST attain Nirvana. —(3495) 

COMM KNT ARY. 

am not ^—This idea that ‘1 am not* cannot bo right;— ^if the I really 
exists', —i.e. if the Soul exists. 

Hence that your ‘knower of Truth* attains Nitvana cannot bo true; 
because Liberation has been held to follow from the cessation of tho ‘I- 
notion’, and so long as tho ‘Soul’ is there as the object of that notion, there 
can be no cessation of the ‘ I-notion *; how thou could there be Liberation ?— 
(3495) 

The following Teo^^^sum up the Author’s position : - 


TEXTS (3496-3497). 

Thus then, under other systems, there is just a little ‘Welfare* 
(Prosperity) secured through the destruction of the ‘Ten 
Sins*;—the attainment of the Highest Good there is 
none in the least: and the reason for this lies in 
the fact that all these ARB ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
NOTION OF THE ‘REAL EXISTENCE* (OF THE SoUL) 

AND hence the ROOT OF THE ‘AFFLICTIONS* 

IS NOT REMOVED.— (3496-3497) 

COMMENTARY. 

'‘Through the destndction of the Ten Sins'—Them sins are—(1) Killing of 
life, (2) Taking what has not been given, (3) Indulgence in (sexual) desire, 
(4) Dishonest Behaviour, (5) Lying, (6) Backbiting, (7) Cruelty, (8) In¬ 
coherent Talking, (9) Malice or Deceitfulnes.s, and (10) Wrong knowledge.— 
Or they may be the following;—(1) Not saving others, (2) Not giving, (3) 
Not serving, (4) Lying, (5) Harsh words, (6) Injuring others, (7) Neglect of 
study, (8) Faithlessness, (9) Morcilessness, and (10) Undue Desire.—^The 
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‘opposites’ of these are the ‘Ten noble Paths’.—When these said ‘Ten sins* 
are destroyed, there follows Diapaaaion and thence the ‘Ten Noble Paths’, 

^Juat a little' —Inasmuch as it is preceded by the aforesaid ^voUe face' 
—the man lapses away very quickly. 

The ‘root of the Afflictions* is the notion of the existence (of the Soul).— 
(3496-3497) 

The superiority of the Lord’s Teaching is shown further, oven though 
this also brings about Welfare (Prosperity)— 


TEXT (3498). 

On the other hand, the ‘Ten Noble Paths* that haVe been taught 
BY Tdyin {Buddha) are embedded in True Knowledge 
AND hence they ARE SUFFICIENTLY POWERFUL. 

—(3498) 

(JOMMENTARY. 

‘Powerful’—as leading to lasting and excellent results.—(3498) 

QueaCion :—“Why cannot the teachings of others also be regarded as 
‘powerful’ ?” 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3499-3500). 

Those others are clothed in the notion of the real existence (of 
THE Soul) and involve a "VoUe face': —as such they are not 
PURE; consequently pure results do not flow from 
them.—^Thus then, if one does not himself perceive 
IN the Great Sage the Teacher of the essence of 
Dharma, and consequently remains ignorant 
of Dharrna, —how can he attain peace of 
mind ?— (3499-3600) 

COMMENTARY. 

Pure results follow only from pure causes, not from impure ones. 

^The Great Sage' —i.e. the Highest, Rest,- -among the sages of various 
grades (?).—(3499-3600) 


It has been argued under Text 3186 that—“The omniscience of Buddha 
and others on the one hand, and the eternality of the Veda, on the other, are 
asserted as standing on the same footing, etc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXTS (3501-3602). 

The ‘Omniscience of Buddha' and the ‘eternality of the Veda* 

HAVE not BEEN DECLARED BY ANY WISE MAN TO STAND ON THE 

SAME FOOTING ; AND THIS BECAUSE THE SAID eternolUy IS IM¬ 
POSSIBLE. The argument against it has been already 

POINTED OUT, AS CONSISTING IN THE INCOMPATIBILITY 
INVOLVED IN ‘simultaneity’ AND ‘SUCCESSIVE¬ 
NESS* ;—by reason of this it cannot bring 
about any such effects as Cognition 
AND the like.— (3501-3502) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tayin ’—is the Blessed Lord Buddha, 

If the Veda could be eternal, then alone it could be said that “the 
omniscience of Buddha and the eternality of the Veda (stand on the same 
footing)”; as a matter of fact, however, that itself is not possible; as 
arguments to the contrary have been already adduced above. The Author 
recalls the same arguments in the wortls, ‘ consisting in the incompatibility^ etc, 
etc ,*—What this means has been already explained before.—(3501-3502) 

It has boon argued under Text 3186 that,— “The Omniscient Person 
is not seen by us at the present time, c'tc. etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3503-3504). 

As regards the argument that the Omniscient Person is not seen 
at the present time—BY YOU OR BY ALL MEN,—THIS HAS BEEN 
ALREADY ANSWERED IN DETAIL. As REGARDS NON-PERCEPTION 
BY YOU, THAT, BY ITSELF, IS ‘FALLIBLE*, ‘INCONCLUSIVE*; 

AS REGARDS NON-PERCEPTION BY ALL OTHER MEN, 

THAT MUST REMAIN ALWAYS DOUBTFUL.— 

(3503-3604) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued further by Kumarila (Shlokavdrtika) that—‘That 
He existed in the past cannot be presumed in the way in which it is presumed 
that He did not exist in the past”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (3606). 

“His existence in the past cannot be presumed in the way in which 
His mm-existenc^e has been presumed** — this assertion in 

REGARD EVEN TO THE PAST CANNOT BE BIGHT ; BECAUSE 
SUCH DENIAL IS IMPOSSIBLE.— (3606) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho assertion that—“I'he denial can be made to the effect that the 
Omniscient Person did not exist in the past,—in the same way, it cannot be 
presumed that Ho did exist in tho past”;—Such an assertion is most improper; 
because even in reference to the past^ the denial of the said Person is not 
possible.—The term ‘ even ’ implies that it is not possible in reference to the 
Present and the Fviure also. It has been already pointed out that the mere 
fact that a certain thing is not seen cannot justify the conclusion that it 
does not exist,—(3505) 

The following Texts anticipate and answer the Opponent’s argument.— 

TEXTS (3606-3507). 

The FOLLOWING MIGHT BE URGED—“ThE PERIOD THAT IS PAST WAS 
DEVOID OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON,—BECAUSE IT WAS A PERIOD OF 

TIME,—^LIKE THE PRESENT TIME WHICH IS ACTUAI-X.Y PER¬ 
CEIVED**.—^ThIS ARGUMENT HOWEVER, IS NOT RIGHT, AS ITS 
CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT ; INASMUCH AS THERE 
CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE PRESENT 

Time being devoid of the Omniscient 
Person.— (3606-3507) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument of the other party may be thus formulated—“The Past 
must be regarded as devoid of the Omniscient Person,-—because it is 
a period of time,—like tho Present Time” 

In this argument, inasmuch as nothing has been adduced to show that 
the contrary of the Probandum is impossible,—there will always be a 
doubt regarding the existence of such a contrary, and consequently, the 
Reason would remain ‘ Inconclusive *. The Corroborative Instance also would 
be ‘Inadmissible’, as tho presence of tho Probandum would be doubtful. 
-(3506-3607) 

Granting that the Corroborative Instance is admissible (and the 
Omniscient Person does not exist at tho present time),—even so, mere appre¬ 
hension cannot rightly prove the existence of what is desired,—This is pointed 
out in the following:— 
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TEXT (3508). 

It is quite possible that what existed in the Past is not there in 
THE Present because the whole set of its causes is not 
present. Why should it not be that such a 
Person existed in the Past,—like Rama 
and others?— (3508) 

COMMENTARY. 

What truth can there bo in any such premiss as that ‘what does not 
exist in the Present could not have existed in the Past’. For instance, the 
mere fact that Rdrna, Bharata and others do not exist at the present time 
cannot justify the inference that they did not exist in the past. Thus, in 
view of the case of Rama and others, the Reason put forward by the other 
party is ‘ Inconclusive —(3508) 


It has been argued imder Text 3185, that—‘‘no Indicative is recognised 
as part of the Subject which could lead to His inference”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3509). 

‘Wisdom* and the rest have been made the ‘subject*, and then 
the Inferential Indicative has been set forth ; hence it 
IS not true that ‘no Indicative is recognised*.—And yet 
we are not seeking to prove the existence (of the 
Person).— (3509) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 3414 above, Wisdom, etc. have been made the ‘subject’ of 
the Reasoning, and the necessary Inferential Indicative has been assertt>d; 
hence it is not right to assert that “no Indicative is recognised”. 

But existence is not what w^e are proving; all that we are proving is the 
fact of there being higher stages of the Wisdom, etc.; it is the highest stage 
of such Wisdom that constitutes‘Omniscience’.—Consequently the objections 
that have been urged agamst the proving of the existence of the Omniscient 
Person are not applicable at all.—(3509) 


It has been argued under Text 3187, that—‘There is no scriptural 
declaration affirming an eternal Omniscient Person, etc. etc. ”, 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (3510). 

We are not AFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
ON THE BASIS OF SCRIPTURAL DECLARATIONS. WhEN THE IN¬ 
FERENTIAL Reason is available, who would make an 
ASSERTION ON THE BASIS OF VERBAL AUTHORITY ?— (3610) 


COMMENTARY. 

So long as Inforenco on the basis of the capacity of things is available, 
who would seek to establish the existence of things on the basis of mere verbal 
assertion which is entirely dependent upon the whim of man ? It is for this 
reason that we are not proving the existence of the Omniscient Person on the 
basis of scriptural declarations;—^in fact, we are doing it on the basis of 
Inference; and this has been already explained before.—(3510) 


Nor is it true (as assorted by the Opponent) that—‘ there is no scrip¬ 
tural declaration affirming the eternal Omniscient Person” ;—this is what is 
pointed out in the following :— 


TEXTS (3611-3612). 

But if you regard the Veda as reliable, then, how is it that you, 

DELUDED PEOPLE, DO NOT APPREHEND THE Omniscience OF THE 

Blessed Lord ? As a matter of fact, in the Vedic 
Rescensional Text called 'Nimitta\ the learned 
Brahma NAS clearly read of the Revered Great 
Sage as ‘omniscient’.— (3611-3612) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, there is a particular Vedic Rescensional Text under the name 
'Nimitta'; and therein, the Blessed Lord, Shakya-Muni is clearly spoken of 
as‘omniscient’.—How is it then, that you, dull-witted people, while taking 
your stand upon the Veda, are denying Him ?—(3511-3512) 


The following Text points out how^ He is spoken of in the said Vedic 
text;—' 
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TEXTS (3613-3514) 

[He is descbibed as] one who, having shown Himself in a dream 

AS A SIX-TUSKED WHITE ELEPHANT, WAS BORN AS ONE GOING TO BE 

A Bodhisattva, the ocean op fine qualities, his fame 

PROCLAIMED, OMNISCIENT, FULL OF MERCY, ATTAINING 
THE STATE OF IMMORTALITY, PURE, THE PaTHBR OP 
THE WHOLE WORLD.— (3613-3614) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ Hid fame proclaimed'* —i.e his fame well-known to the whole world. 

^Attaining the state of Immortality^ —^i.e. on reaching the state of Nirvana^ 
which consists in the cessation of all Afflictions along with the Disposi¬ 
tions. 

* Pure ’—consisting of constituents free from all impurities. This indicates 
that superiority of the Blessed Lord which is conducive to his own welfare 
and which consists in the destruction of all Ignorance; the phrase, "The 
Father of alV indicates that superiority which is conducive to the welfare of 
others.— "Falher\ Teacher and Controller ,—of the world ;—^because He 
establishes the Three forms of Right Knowledge.—(3513-3514) 


The following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the other 
party, to the above:— 


TEXTS (3616-3616). 

Ip THIS Rbscbnsional Text just mentioned is not accepted as such, 

—THEN, FOR THAT, WE CAN DISCOVER NO REASON EXCEPT SHEER 
HOSTILITY ON YOUR PART. BECAUSE OCCentuation AND OTHER 
PROPERTIES THAT BELONG TO THE VeDIC TeXT ARE ALL 
POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO THIS TEXT ALSO: SPECIALLY AS 
THESE PROPERTIES ARE DEPENDENT UPON THE 
MERE WHIM OP MEN.— (3616-3616) 

COMMENTARY. 

"This' —^i.e. the Rescensional Text named * *. 

The second line beginning with—‘Then, for that, etc. etc.’ states the 
answer to the Opponent’s position.—(3515-3516) 


The following text sets forth the Opponent’s rejoinder;— 



examination of the 'person of super-nobmal vision ^ 1637 


TEXT (3617). 

“As A matter of fact, no scriptural text to this effect can be 

FOUND ; BUT IF SUCH AN ASSERTION WERE eternal , THEN IT COULD 
BE ONLY COMMENDATORY ; AND IF IT REALLY SPOKE OF A 

Person, then it would be not-eternal.”— (3517) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘To this effect' —^i.e. speaking of the Omniscient Person. 

Question: —“Why cannot it be found ?” 

Answer: —‘7/ it is eternal, etc, etc,' —If the scriptural text speaking of the 
Omniscient Person is eternal, then it must be purely commendatory,—so that 
it must bo taken as really having an entirely different meaning. If it is not 
hold to be merely commendatory, then it must bo non-etemal, — (3517) 

Question: —Why should it be commendatory, if eternal ? 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3518). 

“ If the SCRIPTURE IS eternal, then the assumption of the Omniscient 
Person is futile: as people would learn Dharma from 
the Scripture itself.’’— (3518) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tatkalpana '—^assumption of the Omniscient Person. 

Question: —Wliy is it futile ? 

Answer: —‘ As people, etc, ’—‘ Tatah' —from the Eternal Scripture itself.— 

(3618) 

The author’s answer to the above argument of the other party is as 
follows:— 

TEXTS (3519-3520). 

In fact, eternality does not belong even to the Veda well-known 
AS such ; because it represents Cognition follomng after effort, or 
the result of successive Cognitions and so forth.—But in case 
THE well-known Veda is accepted as reliable, you 
HAVE TO accept THE OTHER ReSCENSIONAL TeXT ALSO 
AS RELIABLE, BECAUSE THAT ALSO IS Veda, — 

(3519-3620) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the IS^gveda and the rest are well-known as Veda, yet it is not 
well known that they are eternal. 
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“How 80 ?” 

^Because, etc. etc.’; ‘i/at’ stands ioT^yasnuU', ‘because’;—^the Cognition 
after effort, or the successive Cognition, is all not-eternal; just like the 
Jar and other things;—so also is the Veda;—hence it is a Reason based upon 
the nature of things.—^The charges of ‘Inadmissibility’, etc. against this 
Reason have been fully refuted under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word ’; 
hence it is not done over again here. 

^Etaaya '—of the well-known Veda, —(3519-3520) 

“But the fact of the other Roscensional I'ext (put forward) cannot be 
admitted”—says the Opponent. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3521). 

It behoves you to prove beyond doubt that the Text in question 
IS NOT ‘Veda’; as otherwise, the reason that you have put 

FORWARD (against THE OMNISCIENT PeRSON) THAT He IS 
NOT MENTIONED IN THE ‘VeDA’ BECOMES DOUBTFUL.— 

(3621) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Otherwise' —i.e. if you do not establish the fact that it is not Veda ; in that 
case, what you have asserted regarding the Omniscient Person being not 
mentioned in the ‘Veda’, becomes open to doubt and hence ‘Inadmissible’ 
(as Reason).—(3521) 

It has been argued under Text 3517 that—“if the Text in question refers 
to the Person, then it is not-eternal”.—^The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXT (3522). 

The Veda may be eternal ; it may also refer to the Omniscient 
Person. But if it refers to the Person, why should it, on 

that account, become not - eternal '^ —“Because it would, 

IN THAT case, BE ASSOCIATED WITH WHAT IS PERISHABLE” 

—[Says the Opponent].—(3522) 

COMMENTARY. 

On being asked—‘ Why should it become not-eternal ? ’—the Opponeni 
replies— ^Because it would, etc, etc, ’—^i.e. because it would be associated with- 
related to—something that is perishable, evanescent.—(3522) 

The following text points out the ‘Inconclusiveness’ of the Opponent’s 
answer:— 
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TEXT (3623). 

If that be SO, then how are all such things as Clarified Butter, 
NivIra-Corn and Fire, which are not-eternal, —spoken of 
IN the Veda, which is eternaU — (3523) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ajya^ is Clarified Butter;— Nivdra is a particular kind of Corn;— 
Chdmlkarajdta' is Fire.— ^Tena^ —by the Veda. —(3523) 

The following texts anticipate and answer the Opponent’s rejoinder:— 


TEXTS (3524-3526). 

If it is urged that—“in these cases also, there is the Universal^ 
WHICH is eternaV, —then (the answer is that) that also has 
been DISCARDED. ThEN AGAIN, IF THE WORD EXPRESSES THE 

Universal alone, then it cannot bring about the Cognition 
OF THE particular THINGS, CLARIFIED BUTTER AND THE REST. 

If it expresses this latter also, then does it not lose its 
eternalityi Further, in regard to the Omniscient Person 
also, the scriptural word could retain its eternality in 

THE SAME WAY, EVEN THOUGH DENOTING THE PERSON (WHO 18 
NOT-ETERNAL).— (3524-3525) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The other Party says]—“In the case of the Clarified Ihitter and other 
things, there is the Universal which is expressed by the word; so that there 
could bo no incongruity”. 

This cannot be right; because under the chapter on the ‘Universal*, 
the Universal has been rejected in detail. 

Granting that the Universal is there; even so, as the word ‘Clarified 
Butter* would express the Universal only, it could not bring about the 
notion of the Individual; and in that case, the denoting of the Universal 
would be useless, so far as that man is concerned who seeks to do some act 
that could bo accomplished only through the Individual. 

“The Individual is cognised because it is unseparable from the 
Universal ”. 

That cannot bo; because, as a matter of fact, there is no such remoteness 
in the Cognition. That is to say, it does not so happen that wlien the word 
is uttered, the Cognition that comes about first is that of the Universal,— 
and then later on, follows tlie Cognition of the Individual as inseparable 
from that Universal. What actually happens in ordinary experience is 
that the Cognition of the usefully effective thing (which is the Individual) 
follows from the word immediately (directly); in fact, people use the word 
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for the purpose of speaking of that useful thing itself. Hence it cannot 
be right to say that *Hhe Cognition of the Individual does not follow from 
the word directly”. 

If the word denoted the Universal only, and not the Individual, then 
a sane man would not be prompted to activity by the Word which denotes 
something not connected with tliat activity,—and such a word would be 
like the Injunction of milking the Bull! 

If, in order to avoid this contingency, it is admitted that there is denota¬ 
tion of the thing in its individual aspect also,—then how would the Veda 
escape from the contingency of losing its etemality ? 

Further, it may be that primarily the words denote Univorsals;—and 
there is denotation of Individuals only as inseparable from Universals. 
Even so, however, there would be nothing incongruous in the Scripture 
speaking of the Omniscient Person being eternal .—^This is what the Author 
points out in the words—‘ Then too, in regard, etc. etc. * That is to say, even 
when the Omniscient Person is one only, a multiplicity might bo assumed 
on the basis of varying states; and thereby it would bo possible for Him to be 
spoken by means of a word denotative of the Universal;—what to say then 
when there is an immeasurable liiie of Omniscient Persons ?—(3524-3525) 

Then again, if you do not accept the Resconsional text called ^Nimitta * as 
Veda, —yet, even so, your assertion, that “the Omniscient Person is not 
mentioned in the Veda”, becomes doubtful at any rate.—This is what is 
pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3626-3527). 

As REGARDS THE WoRDS OF THE VbDA, AS THEY ARE SELF-SUFFICIENT, 
THEIR MEANING COULD NOT BE ASCERTAINED FROM THE VeDA ITSELF; 

—^NOR FROM THE LEARNER BY HIMSELF,—OR FROM SOME OTHER 
PERSON,—^WHO MIGHT BE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 

Delusion and other disabilities. Under the 

CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW COULD THERE BE ANY CER¬ 
TAINTY REGARDING THE ASSERTION THAT— 

‘what IS MEANT BY THE VeDIC WoRDS— 

A gnihotram juhuydt svargakdmak — is 
not THAT Jina is omniscient — 

(3626-3627) 

COMMENTARY. 

The words of the Veda, on account of their etemality, must be self- 
sufficient, independent; hence wliat these words mean cannot be ascertained 
from the Veda itself; because the Veda nowhere says ‘My meaning is this — 
—^not thai *\—^nor could it be ascertained from the learner by himself;—or 
from some other person, in the shape of an expounder; because all these 
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men^ according to you, might be under the influence of Delusion and other 
disabilities.—^Under the circumstances, it is quite possible to take the words 
relating to the Agnihotra as meaning that ‘the Blessed Lord is omniscient’. 
^Awy certairUy, etc, etc,' —i.e. no certainty at all.—(3526-3627) 

It has been argued under Text 3196, that—“It is not possible to com¬ 
prehend all the things cognised by all men”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXTS (3528-3629). 

That one is ‘Omniscient* is understood only from the clear 

TEACHING that He IMPARTS REGARDING HbAVBN AND THE HIGHEST 

Good: because that bears testimony to His knowledge 
OF the most important matters. Of what use is 
the knowledge of the number of sands of the 
SEAS? What then have we got to do with 
His knowledge of other things ?— 

(3628-3629) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under Text 3200 that—“The descriptions that are 
met with of Omniscient Persons in the Purdnas, etc. should be understood in 
the figiu-ative sense”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3630-3531). 

That the descriptions should be understood in the figurative 
sense, like the Mantra and Arthavada texts,—^would be right 

ONLY AFTER THE ACTUAL EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
HAD BEEN REJECTED.— As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS 
NOTHING TO ANNUL THE IDEA OF SUCH A PERSON ; WHILE, ON THE 
CONTRARY, HiS EXISTENCE HAS BEEN ACTUALLY PROVED IN GREAT 
DETAIL. So THAT THE IDEA OF ALL THIS BEING figurative MUST 
REMAIN doubtful: INASMUCH AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR IT TO BE TRUE 
IN ITS PRIMARY SENSE.— (3630-3531) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the existence of the Omniscient Person had been rejected by proofs, 
then no other explanation being possible, the assertions in question might 
be taken in their figurative sense;—^not otherwise, if the primary meaning 
were in any way possible. It cannot be right to regard the eternal Word 
to be mere Arthavdda; because an assertion is taken as an Arthavdda only when 
61 
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some other meaning is intended; in a case therefore where there is no such 
intention, there being no speaker desiring to make the assertion,—^that condi¬ 
tion cannot be fulfilled.—(3630-3531) 


It has been further argued, under the same Text 3200, that—“the 
*imtrammelled knowledge’ spoken of may be taken as referring to certain 
particular things only, not to all things”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3632). 

In case the ‘untrammelled’ nature of His knowledge is regarded 
AS true, in reference to such things as Dharma and the like, 
—^THEN CLEARLY THE BUDDHISTS HAVE WON THEIR CASE.— (3632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Qiieation :—“How have the Buddhists won their case?” 

Answer 


TEXT (3633). 

Because it has been proved before that it is the Lord’s knowledge 

relating to Prosperity and Highest Good, along with 
THESE matters (Dharma and the rest), which is 
‘ untrammelled ’:—^this is quite clear even 
TO THE veriest PIPER.—(3633) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been proved before that the Lord’s knowledge of the Highest 
Good is ‘untrammelled’. Hence it must be known to all men, down to the 
veriest piper, that He possesses the knowledge of Dharma and allied matters; 
so that, by his own words, the opponent admits the “Omniscience’ of the 

Lord, (after admitting His knowledge of Dharma and such matters)._ 

(3633) 

It has been argued under Text 3206, that—“The knowledge spoken of 
‘may be that of his own self”. 

But even so, as such knowledge is possible for the Lord Himself, what 
has been urged is nothing undesirable for us.—This is what is pointed out in 
the following— 
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TEXT (3534), 

As BBGABDS THE KKOWLEDGB OP 8BLF, BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PEACTIOB 

OP Meditation,—this also has been already pimjvkd to be 
‘ UNTRAMMELLED ’ IN THE CASE OP THOSE PERSONS.— (3634) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ This also* —^i.e. the knowledge of self. 

'Teadm ^—of the revered Buddhas. 

'‘Already' —Under Text 3434.—(3634) 

Says the Opponent—“The knowledge of self there mentioned is that 
consisting in self-Cognition, not that of the Spirit functioning within. How 
then can our argument be futile (proving what is already admitted)?’* 

The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXT (3636). 

That alone is knowledge of self which consists in the perception op 

THE PURE SELF,—AS THEREIN THE ONLY COGNITION IS THAT 

OF PURE Consciousness freed from all adventitious 
IMPURITIBS.— (3636) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question: —“How is it known that there is knowledge of pure Con¬ 
sciousness only?” 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3636-3637). 

It HAS BEEN SHOWN BEFORE THAT ALL COGNITION IS IN THE FORM DEVOID 

OF THE Apprehender and Apprehended ; it is free from the two aber¬ 
rations. This is the Cognition or knowledge that has been 

EXPOUNDED BY THE BuddhoS, ThAT IS WHAT PROVES ThESE 
TO HAVE BEEN POSSESSED OP VAST WISDOM AND OP 
KNOWLEDGE NOT CONDUCIVE TO BiRTH AND RE¬ 
BIRTH AND IT IS THE TEACHINGS INCULCATED 
UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF THESE PERSONS 
THAT ARB LUMINOUS TO THE PRESENT 

DAY.— (3636-3637) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Before' —^Under the chapter (23) on the ‘External World*. 

"Samsdra^ etc.' —i.o. whose knowledge is not conducive to Births and 
Rebirths.—(3536-3637) 
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Question : —^*What are those Teachings that were promulgated under 
Their guidance?*’ 

Answer :— 

TEXTS (3638-3640). 

In beoabd to thb luminous Consciousness, not marred by the two 

FORMS,—^WHO could ENTERTAIN ANY WRONG NOTIONS, IF HIS MIND IS 

NOT DELUDED BY THE TWO FORMS ?—^As SOON AS THERE IS RECOGNI¬ 
TION OF THB ‘SOUL-LESS-NESS’ OF BOTH,—^ALL THOSE DEFECTS OF 

Love, Hate and the like which have their source in the 

THOUGHTS OF WOMEN AND SUCH THINGS, DISAPPEAR WITHOUT EFFORT, 

—^This is the Highest Truth which the ‘Expounder of unity' 

PROPOUNDED,—which BRINGS ALL KINDS OF PROSPERITY, FAR 

BEYOND THE BEACH OF Kishava AND OTHERS.— (3638-3640) 

COMMENTARY. 

* If his mind is not deluded, etc.'* —^i.e. who has got rid of all obsession of 
the apprehender and the apprehended. 

'As soon as there is recognition, etc. etc.* —i.e. the recognition of the 
fact that the (1) Body and (2) All other things are without soul; —or it may 
mean the recognition of the 'nairdtmya* —imreality— 'of both* —i.e. of the 
apprehended as well as the Apprehender. 

'Far beyond the reach of, etc. etc.* — 'Kishava* stands for Hari (Vi§nu). — 
'And others* includes ' Ishvara* and the rest.—(3538-3540) 

Question: —“Why is not the setf-CognUion of Keshava and others also 
regarded as pure ? ’ ’ 

Answer :— 


TEXTS (3641-3643). 

Other people recognise the ‘Soul’ as something permanent, 

RESEMBLING THE PURE ROCK-CRYSTAL ; THIS IDEA OF THESE PEOPLE 
IS CLEARLY WRONG, AS THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERMANENT *SoUL’ 
HAS BEEN REJECTED. If THE COGNITION ENVISAGING THE SOUL 
PROCEEDS FROM ONE’S OWN SOUL, THEN THEBE SHOULD BE THE 

Cognition of all souls at one and the same time.— If it does 
NOT proceed from ONB’S OWN SOUL,—OR IF IT IS REGARDED AS 
ETERNAL,—THEN IT COULD NOT ENVISAGE THB SoUL AT ALL:—BEING, 
IN THIS RESPECT LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF OTHER PERSONS.— 

(3541-3643) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Other people*—Kishava and others. 

Under the Chapter on the ‘Soul*, the existence of the Soul has been 
rejected; any Cognition of it must be wrong and hence impure. 
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Further, the knowledge of these people relating to the eternal Soul that 
is spoken of,—does this knowledge or Cognition proceed from the person’s 
own Soul or not? These are the only two alternatives possible. In the 
former case, all his Cognitions should appear simultaneously, as their efficient 
cause would be there.—In the latter case, is the Cognition eternal or not- 
eternal ? In both cases, that Soul would only be a replica of his own Soul, 
and hence, like the Cognition of other people, it could not envisage that 
Soul.—(3541-3643) 


It has been argued under Teoct 3207, that—“His knowledge consists 
in the direct perception of His pure Self, and when the source of that know¬ 
ledge is not pure, the knowledge itself is called Ignorance^\ 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3644-3646). 

HiS KNOWLEDGE DOES flOt CONSIST IN THE DIRECT PERCEPTION OF HiS 
PURE SELF ; BECAUSE THAT IS DEVOID OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF 

THE ‘Cognisable*, as has been proved in detail.—If the Soul 
(self) is held to be of the nature of Cognition (Consciousness), 
—there can be no apprehension of it as such ; BECAUSE OF the 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE ‘SEEN* AND THE ‘SEEING*.—If THEN 
THE SAID Cognition is held to be self-illuminbd, then it comes 

TO BE ‘SELF-CoGNITION’, AND AS SUCH IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE 

Cognition is amenable to direct perception.— (3644-3646) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the Soul is held to be unconscious in its ©8.sence, then the Cognition 
that apprehends it must bo regarded as impure; as it has been jjroved under 
the chapter on the ‘External World’ that by their very nature, all Cognitions 
are devoid of the apprehended and the apprehender. 

If, on the other hand, the Soul is held to be of the nature of Consciousness 
itself, then there would be non-difference between what is seen (cognised, 
i.e. the soul) and the seeing (Cognition, Consciousness); so that they could 
not be related to each other as the apprehended and the apprehender; which 
would mean that the Cognition could not be regarded as apprehending the 
Soul. Because it is only when there is some difference between the subject 
and the object that they can bear to each other the relation of the apprehender 
and the apprehended. 

If, lastly, the idea is that, being luminous, like the lamp, the Cognition 
apprehends and envisages itself,—then there would be ‘self-Cognition^, 
which you do not admit; and it would set aside your idea that Cognition 
cannot be perceived. This is what is shown by the words —^ It would mean 
tha/t Cognition is amenable to direct Perception^ —(3644-3646) 
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It has been argued under Text 3208, that—“If it be held that Brahma, 
Vi^u and Shim are the embodiments of the Veda, etc. etc. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3647-3649). 

There can be no connection between BrahmA (and others) and 
THE Veda; — (a) because there is difference between them, 

(h) BECAUSE BOTH ARE REGARDED AS ETERNAL, AND (c) BECAUSE THEBE 
IS NO MUTUAL DEPENDENCE;—^JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ANY OTHER 

THING.— Thus it is absurd to talk of Brahmd, etc. being ‘Embodi¬ 
ments OF THE Veda ’.— Equally absurd it is to speak of the Veda 
AS ‘consisting of all knowtledge* ; fob the simple reason that 
THE meaning of THE VeDA CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED.— It HAS 
BEEN EXPLAINED THAT (FOR US) THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS RE¬ 
COGNISED INDEPENDENTLY BY HiMSELF ; AND He IS NOT ASSUMED 
ON THE GROUND OF Brahmd AND OTHERS BEING ‘EMBODIMENTS OF 

THE Veda*. — (3647-3549) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Brahma and others had any connection with the Veda, then alone 
could they be regarded os the ‘Embodiment of the Veda*; as a matter of 
fact, there can be no connection l^etween these and the Veda. Because 
there can bo only two kinds of connection or relationship among things—(1) 
that of identity and (2) that of cause and effect,—as has been explained 
before ;—as the two—Brahma and Veda—^aro held to be different, the relation 
between them cannot be that of Identity. —Nor can it be the relation of 
Cause and Effect; because both are regarded as eternal, and as such cannot 
derive any benefit from one another, as neither could be in need of the 
other. 

^The idea of the Veda consisting of all knowledge'' —this has to be con¬ 
strued with * is absurd ’ of the previous .sentence. 

“Why is it absurd ?” 

Because Hhe meaning of the Veda cannot he ascertained *;—if the meaning 
of the Veda were ascertained, then alone could it be assumed that it consists 
of all knowledge. This ascertainment however cannot be got at through any 
Cognition, as has been pointed out already. 

Nor again do wo accept the Omniscient Person on the strength of the 
Veda,—as you do. In fact, the Cognition of the Lord is self-bom, and 
hence He is omniscient, by Himself;—^as we have already explained before.— 
(3647-3649) 

It has been argued in Text 3209, that—“Where on one side are Buddha 
and others who are mortal, where on the other are the three excellent Vedas, 
etc, etc.”. 
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The answer to this is that the ‘mortality* of the Lord has not been 
proved.—^This is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3550). 

Being Beyond the ‘Metbmpsychic Cycle’ consisting of the ‘five 
states’, the Buddhas are not held by us to be ‘mortal’. 
What has been regarded as their ‘birth’ is only 
the creation of themselves by 
themselves.— (3550) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Hell’, ‘Regions of the Dead’, ‘Regions of Beasts’, ‘Region of Celestials* 
and ‘the Human Regions*—are the ‘five states’ that make up the ‘Metem- 
psychic Cycle*;—the Blessed Lords all lie beyond this five-fold Cycle; so that 
their ‘mortality* cannot bo admitted. 

Question :—“How is it then they are heard of as having been born in 
the family of Shuddhodana and others ?** 

Answer:—What has been regarded^ etc. etc, *—(3550) 

The following Text supports this same idea by scriptures :— 


TEXT (3551). 

‘It is in the delightful city of Akanistha, free from the habitation 

OF UNCLEAN BeINOS,—THAT THE BuddhoS BECOME AWAKENED ; 

AND WHAT IS AWAKENED HEBE (iN THIS WORLD) IS 
ONLY THEIR OWN CREATION’.— (3551) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Akanistha" is the name of a certain region;—^‘free from the habitetion 
of unclean Beings*— ^AshiMhdvdsakdyika" arc celestial beings;—here only 
such people dwell who are noble and pure;—on the top of this rests the 
Maheshvara-Bhavana (the Palace of the Supremo Lord);—it is in this Palace 
that there appear the Bodhisattvas who have passed through the ‘ten stages* 
and reached the highest;—what is perceived here in the world is only what 
is created under their supervision. 

Such is the assertion mot with in the scriptiures.—(3651) 

It might be argued by the Opponent that—“We do not admit of what 
has been asserted here”. 

The answer to that is as follows;--* 
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TEXTS (3552-3663). 

How TOO DO YOU ascertain, INDEPENDENTLY, THE SAID ‘ MORTALITY ’ ? 
Certainly not on the basis of the ‘scripture’ of other people ; 

AS WHAT THAT SCRIPTURE SAYS HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT,— 

Nor do we postulate our ‘Omniscient Persons’ as 

RIVALS TO the ‘OMNISCIENT PERSONS’ POSTULATED 
BY OTHERS ; WHO COULD EVER CONCEIVE OP 
ANY RIVALRY BETWEEN BeAL ENTITIES AND 

‘sky-flowbrs’ ?— (3662-3663) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you hold to the ‘mortality* independently, then your Reason is 
doubtful—Whence—Inadmissible*. In fact, you have no proof in support of 
the idea of the Blessed Lord being mortal^ —^by virtue of which the said 
mortality could be regarded as independently ascertained. Hence the 
‘mortality’ has to be asserted by you on the basis of the scripture of the 
other party; and what the scripture of the other party has to say on the 
point has just been shown.—^Thus the ‘mortality’ of the Blessed Lords 
remains ‘unproven’.—(3552-3563) 


Question: —“How is it known that these other Omniscient Persons are 
like sky-flowers V'* 

Answer :— 


TEXT (3664). 

It HAS BEEN PROVED BY US THAT ANY Eternal Beinos, being devoid of 
ALL CAPACITY, MUST BE FORMLESS. HbNCB IT FOLLOWS THAT THE 

‘Threb-byed Deity’ and other such Beings, who are held 

BY OTHERS TO BE OMNISCIENT, DO NOT EXIST 
AT ALL.— (3664) 

COMMENTARY. 

The other party holds Shankara and others to bo Eternal Beings;—and 
it has been proved by us that eternal entities cannot have any capacity at 
all; as any effective action on their part,—either successively or simxiltaneous- 
ly—^would be incompatible;—‘being devoid of all capacity’ again is what 
characterises non-existence; hence it follows that Shiva and other eternal 
beings posited by the other party are non-existent. Thus it is that it is 
known that they are ‘like sky-flowers*. 

"Trya/mbaka\ ‘Thrw-Eyed Deity*, is Shankara^ Shiva, —(3554) 
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Further, Shiva and otherfl may be there. Even so, they belong to a 
very inferior order; hence we are not making any comparison between these 
and the Blessed Lords.—This is pointed out in the following:— 


TEXTS (3656-3666). 

Then again, the knowledge of those Pebsons is all wbong, 

BECAUSE IT INVOLVES NOTIONS OP THE ‘SoUL* AND SUCH OTHEB 
THINGS. The KNOWLEDGE OF THE Buddhos, ON THE OTHEB 
HAND, IS not wrong] as has been explained in detail. 

Thebe is thebeforb no comparison made between 

THESE TWO SETS, ON THE GROUND OP GREATER OR 
LESS proximity; who COULD INSTITUTE ANY 
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE BLIND AND 
THE MAN WITH PERFECT EYES?— 

{3555.3656) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(3555.3556) 

It has been argued under Text 3210, that—“the three Deities, BrahmA 
and the rest, are mentioned in the eternal scripture of the Veda; and the 
eternality of these does not militate against the eternality of the Vedas*’. 
The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3667). 

Tn FACT, THE ETERNALITY OF ALL SUCH THINGS AS QUALITY, ACTION, 

God, as also of the Vedas, has been totally rejected. 
Consequently we do not admit of any eternal 
‘ SCRIPTURE \— (3567) 

COMMENTARY. 

By establishing the ‘Perpetual Flux’ os affecting all things, it has been 
proved that nothing can be eterruxL Hence all this (about eternality) is 
wholly irrelevant.—(3557) 

It has been argued under Text 3215, that—“If any person were seen at 
the present time to be similar to the Omniscient Person, then the existence 
of that Person could be cognised through Analogy”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3668-3661). 

We 1)0 NOT HOLD THAT THE EXISTENCE OP THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS 

PROVED BY Analogy; because it has been shown that Analogy 

IS NOT A RELIABLE MEANS OF COGNITION. HeNCB THE SAID existence 

COULD NOT BE PROVED BY IT. It IS ONLY WHEN THE existence OF A 

THING HAS BEEN COGNISED, THAT ITS SIMILARITY CAN BE PERCEIVED; 

AND WHAT IS DESIRED TO BE PROVED IN THE PRESENT CONTEXT IS 

THE existence of the all-hnowing Person ;—^and this cannot 

BE proved by means OF ANALOGY. HbNCE YOUR DENIAL OF 

THIS (in REFERENCE TO THE SAID PeRSON) IS ENTIRELY FUTILE.— 

If all men have been perceived by you to be noUomniscient, — 
THEN omniscience belongs to you yourset.f, since you perceive 

ALL MEN, THOSE near YOU as WELL AS THOSE REMOTE;—^AND SINCE 

YOU PERCEIVE THE CAPACITY OF COGNITIONS APPEARING IN THE 

‘Chain’ of all other men.— (3558-3561) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, no reliability attaches to Analogy, as a means of 
cognition,—by virtue of which the Buddhist could seek to prove the existence 
of the Omniscient Person by its means.—^Even if Analogy were reliable, it 
would be of no use in the proving of the said existence. Because all that 
Analogy proves, for instance, is merely the similarity of the Qavaya in the 
well-known object. Cow ; in the case in question, however, the Omniscient 
Person is not a well-known object ,—^as, according to you. Ho is still to be 
proved; consequently when, under yoiu* view, the Existence of the Omniscient 
Person is put up as w’hat is to be proved,—there can be no room for Analogy ; 
so that, there being no possibility of its applying to the case in question, 
your denial of it is entirely futile; as it is only what is regarded as possible 
that is denied. 

It has been argued under Text 3216, that—“Having found that all men 
of the present day are not-omniscient, it is definitely concluded, through 
Analogy, that all men are not-omniscient '\—^The answer to this is that— If 
all men, etc. etc '—If all men have been seen by you, then your denial of 
the Omniscient Person involves self-contradiction. Because, when you 
admit that you yourself see all men, far and near,—and also that you have 
definite knowledge of the cognitive capacity of the ‘chain’ of other men,— 
you clearly attribute Omniscience to yourself; because your said admission 
would imply your perception of all things far removed in time, place and 
nature; as such perception can never belong to one who is not omniscient. 
And yet in denying such Omniscience, you are putting forward arguments, 
and are actually denying it; so that there is self-contradiction on your 
part; just like the assertion ‘your mother is barren’.—(3558-3661) 

The following Text points out that the Person also that is adduced by 
the other party is ‘Inadmissible’, ‘Unproven*:— 
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TEXTS (3662-3664). 

Even if the Person were standing before you, how could you 

HAVE THE CERTAINTY THAT ‘He IS NOT OMNISCIENT*? If YOU 
HAD THIS KNOWLEDGE, YOU WOULD BE COGNISANT OF THINGS BEYOND 
THE senses!—If you DEDUCE THE FACT OF ALL PERSONS BEING 
NOT-OMNISCIENT FROM SEEING THAT YOU YOURSELF ARE NOT SO,— 
THEN, THERE WOULD BE THIS INCONGRUITY THAT (YOUR) BrAHMI 
AND OTHER DEITIES WOULD DEDUCE THE Omuiscience OF ALL PERSONS 
FROM THEIR OWN OMNISCIENCE.—If IT BE URGED THAT—“THERE IS 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF SUCH QUALITIES IN ALL 
MEN ONLY WHEN WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANYTHING TO THE CONTRARY *’, 
THEN OUR ANSWER IS THAT IN REGARD TO THE MATTER UNDER CON¬ 
SIDERATION, THE MERE SUSPICION TO THE CONTRARY HAS THE SAME 
EFFECT AS THE ACTUAL PERCEPTION OF THAT CONTRARY.— (3562- 

3664) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, even when the man is standing before one, one sees only his 
body, and if the observer is himself not-omniscient, he cannot know that 
the man before him is not-omniacient, 

^BhdvV —i.e. if there wore the certainty that the man is not-omniscient. 
If, in order to save the Reason from being ‘Inadmissible*, the conviction 
regarding all men being not-omniscient be taken as deduced from one’s own 
non’omniscience; —then there would be incongruities and the Reason would 
become ‘Inconclusive*.—^This is what is pointed out by the words—‘7/ you 
deduce, etc, etc,\ —^The compound ^ dtmdaarvajnatadratau^ is to be expounded 
as— "dratau^ —from the perception —* aaarvajnatdydh —of non-omniscience— 
'dtmanV, —in yourself. 

The following might be urged—“In the case of the proving of the pre¬ 
sence of a certain quality in all men, the idea is rendered impossible by the 
perception of the diversity of wsdom, etc. among men; hence no attempt is 
made to prove it; in the case of non’Onmiacience, however, the idea is not 
rendered impossible by anything; hence there could be no such incongruity 
as has been indicated”. 

This is not right. Just as a Reason cannot prove that of which the 
contrary has been perceived, similarly it cannot also prove that of which the 
contrary is suspected; and in this respect, the suspicion of the contrary does 
not differ from the perception of the contrary. Consequently, there can be 
no proving of non-omniscience, because its contrary is open to suspicion.— 
(3662-3564) 


It has been argued, under Text 3217, that—‘ the teaching of Buddha 
and others is capable of another explanation also, etc. etc.**. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (3666). 

Who else except the fool can regard the Teaching of the Buddhas 
AS having its source in Delusion,—^when it has been 

PROVED to be the FLAWLESS EXPOSITION OF THE PATH 
to Heaven and the Final Goal?— (3666) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be admitted that the Teaching is capable of another explanation. 
Because the flawless exposition of the Path to Heaven and Final Liberation 
cannot have its source in Delusion;—^and that the Teaching of the Blessed 
Lord is flawless has been proved by all the investigations and tests herein 
made. 

‘jPooZ’ —^i.e. Kumdrila, He is a fool if he entertains the idea referred to. 
—(3666) 

It has been argued, under Text 3226, that—“The teaching of Buddha, 
etc. might have been for the purpose of deluding their disciples, etc. etc.”. 
The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXT (3566). 

It is indeed a great delusion that has been brought about by 
Buddha in His disciples who, during the present life itself, 

HAVE ATTAINED, THROUGH IT, PROSPERITY, AS ALSO THE HIGHEST 
STAGE OP THE ALLEVIATION OF ALL AFFLICTIONS OF THE 

Mind!— (3666) 

COMMENTARY, 
diuing the present life. 

^Prosperity ^—^in the shape of lasting health, vigour and so forth;—these 
Hhey have aMained ’—such is the construction. 

^Alleviation of all afflictions of the Mind* —i.e. the cessation of Love, 
Hatred and other defects. 

^Through it *—^Through the proper following of the Teachings of the 
Lord, regarding Mantras, Meditations, etc. 

‘A great delusion has been brought about *—^This is figurative; the sense 
is—^if you regard this as ‘delusion’, then it is you yourself who are deluded,— 
inasmuch as you regard what is ru>t delusion^ as delusion, —(3666) 

It has been argued, under Teoct 3226, that —“If it were based upon the 
Veda, then they should have imparted it to the expounders of the Veda itself, 
etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXT (3667). 

The Teaching of the B^iMhas is certainly not based upon the 
Veda ; because it has been described as ‘flawless’, whilb 
the Veda is full of flaws.— (3667) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be possible for the flawless Teaching to be based upon what is 
fttllof flaws.—(^6^1) 

It has been argued, under Text 3227, that— “ Because the Teachings were 
imparted by them to the illiterate Shudras, therefore it is concluded that 
they are defective and illusory”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXTS (3668-3669). 

The said Teaching op the Buddhas is not for any selfish purpose ; 
IN fact, the whole effort was made for the benefit of others. 
Thus it was that the all-merciful Buddhas taught that 
Path to all men,—having made up their minds to bring 
about the welfare of the world, and thus being 
the disinterested well-wishers of 
ALL beings.— (3668-3669) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Padarn '—this is the name given to that Path to Prosperity and Highest 
Good which consists in the cultivation of all good qualities.—(3568-3569) 

The following text shows that it is in the case of Manu and other teachers, 
who imparted the teaching to Vedic scholars alone, that it is possible for 
the teachings to have been propounded for the purpose of deluding those 
people:— 

TEXT (3670). 

Those teachers who were under the influence of greed, fear, 

HATRED, JEALOUSY, ETC. AND WERE DEVOID OF MERCY,—^IT IS THE 
teaching of such persons WHICH COULD BE PARTIAL 
AND LOCAL.— (3670) 

COMMENTARY. 

On the other hand, the Teaching of the Blessed Lord was imparted to 
alt men down to the veriest child;—and such Teaching only bears testimony 
to their high-souled character.—^This is pointed out in the following:— 
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TEXTS (3671-3673). 

Thosb Teachers, on the other hand, who were led by mercy 

ALONE,—^WHO TTAD A CLEAR PERCEPTION OF THE TrUTH,—^WHO HAD 
NO FEAR OP ANY CONTRADICTION,—IMPARTED THEIR TEACHINGS TO 
ALL. As A MAN, THROUGH IGNORANCE, GOES ON BEING AFFECTED 
BY DEFECTS, SO THERE GROWS IN THE LoRDS, MERCY TOWARDS HIM. 
—^ThEY do not DESIRE TO ESTABLISH ANY SUCH CONNECTION WITH 

MEN AS THAT OP Vivdha (Marriage) or Avdha (Home-coming of 
THE Bride) and so forth ; the only thought in their mind is 

THAT OF DOING GOOD TO OTHERS. ThAT IS WHAT HAS BEEN SO 
WELL SUNG OF.— (3571-3673) 


COMMENTARY. 

*‘Avdha '^—is the coining of the Brido to the house of the Bridegroom.— 
(3671-3673) 


Question :—“What has been so well sung of ?” 

Answer :— 

TEXT (3574). 

‘The wise ones view with equal regard—the BrIhmana equipped 

WITH LEARNING AND CHARACTER, THE BULL, THE ELEPHANT, THE 
DOG AND THE DOG-EATER.’— [Bkdgavadgttd]—{3674) 

COMMENTARY. 

In fact, by having openly and arrogantly used the expression “to 
illiterate Shudra8^\ through pride of caste, you have yourself shown your 
own great illiteracy and stupidity. For instewxce, (1) do you put forward 
the assumption that there is a distinct genus of the name of ^Brdhmana^ 
and thereupon you, Brahmaijas carry on your backs a million loads of 
superiority? Or (2) is it on the basis of your superiority in the matter of 
having had all your Birth and other Sacraments duly performed ? Or (3) 
on the basis of your having been born of a Brahmarm Mother and Brdhmaryi 
Father ?—If it is the first, then this ornament of yours is only like that 
caused by the ‘sky-lotus’.—^This is what is pointed out in the following;— 
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TEXTS (3676-3677). 

Hundreds op times has the ‘genus* (Universal) been rejected; 

WHENCE THEN IS THIS PRIDE DUE TO ‘CASTE* (GENUS) ? SPECIALLY 
WHEN NO SUPERIORITY OVER OTHERS IS PERCEIVED IN IT, WHY 
SHOULD IT BE REGARDED AS Superior'i In FACT, MEN BELONGING 
TO OTHER CASTES ALSO ARE FOUND, ON THE PRESENCE OF PARTI- 
CULAR QUALITIES, TO BE THE RECEPTACLE OF QUALITIES OF Self- 
control AND FREE FROM ALL IMPURITIES. If, BY REASON OF THEIR 
CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR (BrIHMANA) CASTE, THEY HAD 
BEEN SUPERIOR TO OTHERS, IN THE MATTER OF POSSESSING THE SAID 
QUALIFICATIONS, THEN ALONE COULD THEY BE ADMITTED TO BE 
REALLY SUPERIOR,—^NOT IF THEY MERELY BELONGED TO THE 

BrSkmaiin caste, but in actual life were like fowlers, 
AND OTHERS.— (3576-3677) 

COMMENTARY. 

We grant that there is such a ‘caste*; even so, your pride would be 
justified if there were some superiority perceptible in you, duo to that caste. 
As a matter of fact, however, we do not perceive any such superiority in 
you.—^This is what is pointed out by the words—^ specMly when no superiority, 
etc. etc.' — others' —i.o. iioople other than Brdhrnjarms, —i.e. the Shudra, etc. 
—superiority over these—none is perceived. That is to say, in the Brahmans, 
we do not find any superiority over the Shudra, etc. in regard to their 
Intelligence, Memory, etc., or to their Blood, Urine, etc.; thus no superiority 
being perceptible, how could the caste be regarded as superior on the basis 
of that superiority’,—by virtue of which, through arrogance born of yoiir 
caste-pride, you assert that ‘they should have imparted it to the Vedic 
scholars alone—not to Shiidras' ?—^In case, by belonging to the Brahmana- 
caste, you were, by your very nature, superior persons, endowed with such 
powers as self-control, fulfilment of wish, Mercy and so forth, and had all 
evils removed from you,—^then you would certainly be superior beings; 
otherwise, if you simply belonged to the Brahmana-caste and led the life of 
the Fowler, the Fisherman, the Cobbler, etc.,—what superiority could be 
yours ?—(3676-3677) 

The following Text points out the objections to the second alternative (the 
superiority of the Brahmana in the proper performance of his sacraments):— 

TEXT (3678). 

As REGARDS THE WELL-KNOWN SACRAMENTS OF THE Birth-rite AND THE 
REST,—THEY ARE ALL PURELY ILLUSORY (ARTIFICIAL) AND ARE 
TO BE FOUND EVEN AMONG OTHER PEOPLE,—^EVEN THOSE 
WHO ARE ARTIFICIAL BrIHMANAS. —(3678) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Among others' —i.e. among the artificial Brahmauas. 

^Illusory' —^purely artificial, like the Naming-rite. 
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Under the third alternative also (that of superiority being due to birth 
from Brdhmai^ parents),—-no pride is proper; because, as has been pointed 
out before, there is no difference between the body of the Br&hma^a male 
and female and that of the Shudm male and female,—^both consisting of the 
same unclean ingredients of Semen, Blood and so forth.—(3578) 

Then again, the fact of your being born of a BrAhmapa Father is always 
open to doubt; hence there should be no pride on that score also.—^This is 
pointed out in the following— 

TEXTS (3679-3580). 

A VERY LONG TIME HAS ELAPSED AND WOMEN ARE VERY UNSTEADY ; HENCE 

IT CANNOT BE CERTAIN IF THEBE IS BrdhirmQXl-hocd IN YOU. 

For you, there is no one who is cognisant of 

SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS ; NOR HAS EVEN THE 

Veda declared the purity of 
YOUR GENEALOGY.— (3679- 
3680) 

COMMENTARY. 

After the lapse of a long time, it is just possible that though not belonging 
to a Brahmaua family, you may have become a Brahmarm ,—Or even if 

your ancestors were Brahmauas, your.; so that it is possible that your 

birth may be defective. Because, as a rule. You do not admit that 

there is any mem capable of perceiving supersensuous things,—through whom 
certainty on this point could be obtained. Nor lastly, does the Veda declare 
the purity of your genealogy.—(3679-3580) 

Then again, it is not only for yoiu^lves that it is not right to indulge 
in arrogance due to your Brahmana-hood, which is open to doubt; as regards 
Manu and other teachers also,—as they could not know who were real 
Brahmauas, the Teachings, if imparted to Brahma^as alone, must have 
been imparted under a delusion.—^This is pointed out in the following— 


TEXT (3681). 

Thus, Manu and other teachers, not knowing who were real 
BrdhmaiuM^ could not have imparted the teachings to 
Brdhmai3M8 alone; because they could not be 
sure of it.— (3681) 

COMMENTARY. 

^Avijhdta *—^Those who could not be sure of the Brahma^-hood of 
any one. 
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^Tad<miahchaydt ^—^Because they could not be sure of people being 
BrdhmaTyaa. —( 3681 ) 

Then again, the fact that Manu and others imparted their teachings 
to you alone does not redound to your credit; in fact, it only indicates the 
dullness of your intelligence.—This is pointed out in the following:— 

TEXTS (3582.3683). 

We suspect that Manu and other teachers, for some reason, came 

TO REALISE THAT WHAT IS STATED IN THE VbDA IS NOT QUITE REASON- 
ABLE AND NOT QUITE COMPREHENSIBLE BY ITSELF,—AND ALSO 
THAT THE BrAHMANAS, HAVING BECOME DULL-WITTED BY 
THE READING OF THE VeDA, WEBB INCAPABLE OF 
DISCRIMINATING THINGS FOB THEMSELVES;—^AND IT 
WAS FOR THIS REASON THAT THEY EXPOUNDED 
THEIR TEACHINGS TO THE BrdhmaiJM 

ALONE.— (3582-3583) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Vedddhltijada '—^Those who have become 'jada* —dull-witted—by the 
'adhiti' —reading—of the Veda; i.e. those whose powers of discriminating 
things had been sot aside by the reading of the Veda. 

*For some reason*, —Somehow.—(3582-3583) 

It was for this reason that Afant^ and others, realising the irrationality 
of the Veda, etc., declared, in reference to their own words, that they were to 
bo regarded as so many ‘commandments’ (to bo obeyed without question).— 
This is what is shown in the following:— 

TEXTS (3584-3585). 

[They have declared that]—“the Pwrd^a, the Dharmaahastra 
PROPOUNDED BY Manu , the Veda with its subsidiaries, and the 
SCIENCE OF Medicine,—^these four are self-sufficient 
commandments, and should never be attacked with 
reasonings”,—this threat, in regard to the self- 
sufficiency of their authority, we think, was 

PRONOUNCED BY THEM TO THE DULL-WITTED 
PEOPLE FOR THE SAME REASON. Ob ELSE, 

HOW COULD A MERE VERBAL STATE¬ 
MENT MAKE ANYTHING SELF- 
SUFFICIENT IN ITS AUTHORITY ? 

-(3684-3585) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Purdria *—the literary works known under that name ;—'mdnavo 
dharmah* —^the code composed by Manu;—*the Veda with its subsidiaries ’— 
62 
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i.e. with its six subsidiaries, Grammar and the rest .—* Chikitaitam' —the 
science of Medicine. 

‘ For the same reason^, -i.e. on account of having found that the teaching 

of the Purdnaf etc, was irrational and that your Brdhrmnua were dull- 
witted.—(3584-3585) 


TEXTS (3586-3587). 

Those great Teachers on the other hand who were quite sure of 

THE reasonableness OF THEIR OWN TEACHINGS AND WHO WERE 
CONFIDENT ALSO OF THEIR OWN POWERS TO EXPOUND THOSE 
TEACHINGS,—HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL FEAR, AND BRINGING 
ABOUT THE LOWERIN(5 OF THE ARROGANCE OF THE 
MADDENED ELEPHANTS IN THE SHAPE OF THE 

False Philosophers—always roar like 
LIONS, AS follows.— (3586-3587) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘false Philosophers’ are likened to the ‘maddened elephants’; and 
the Roaring has the capacity to bring about the lowering of the arrogance 
of these elephants. 

^Thua ’—i.e. as described below.—(3586-3587) 


Question :—“What is that lion-like roar ?” 
Answer :— 


TEXT (3588). 

‘0 Bhik§US, MY words should be accepted by the wise, not out 

OF REGARD FOR ME, BUT AFTER DUE INVESTIGATION,—JUST AS 
GOLD IS ACCEPTED AS TRUE ONLY AFTER HEATING, CUTTING 

AND rubbing’.— (3588) 


COMMENTARY. 

Further, oven the Blessed Lords have imparted their teachings to real 
Brdhntanas; —^this was not done by Manu and others.—^This is pointed out 
in the following:— 
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TEXTS (3689-3590). 

Those who are BrAhmanas in reality^ by reason of having removed 

ALL THEIR SINS, AND WHO HAVE PRACTISED THE TEACHING OF 

‘No-Soul’,—^arb all within the purview of the Great 
Sage Himself; it is for this reason that it has been 
declared that ‘Herein is the Shramana’ who 

HAS BEEN DESCRIBED UNDER FOUR CLASSES; AND 
THE TEACHINGS OF OTHERS ARE ENTIRELY 
DEVOID OF THE Shramai^i^a-Brdhmarfas ,— 

(3589-3590) 

COMMENTAKY. 

The connotation of the term ^Brdhniana' is ‘one who has removed all 
sins’; and such Brahmarms are possible only under the teaching of the Great 
Sage, where they are taught the practice of ‘ Soul-less-ness’; this is not 
possible under any other teachings, as these latter do not provide any means 
for the destroying of sins.—It is for this reason that the Blessed Lord has 
declared that ‘It is hero that there is Shramaria\ —the Brdhmarm —and the 
teachings of others are devoid of real Brahtriaryzs in the shape of Shrarnanas, 
—Of these Shrama'ms, there are four classes— 'Srotdpanna' (joined the 
stream) and the rest; and Brahmai.ias also, with the same cliaracteristics, are 
of the same foiu* kinds.—(3589-3590) 


It has boon argued under Text 3230 that—“If proofs were adduced to 
prove that there is someone who is omniscient, tlion this would fall short of 
your Proposition”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3591). 

It has been explained that the proving of the proposition THAT 
‘there is some man who is omniscient’ is not vitiated 
BY the defect of FALLING SHORT OF OUR PROPOSITION. 

—(3591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :—“By what part of your work has this been explained?”. 
Answer :— 
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TEXT (3692). 

This has been explained by us above (under Text 3308) where it 
HAS been asserted THAT— ^It IS WITK A TOTALLY DIPPERSNT 

MOTIVE THAT THE WISE BUDDHISTS MAKE AN ATTEMPT TO 
ESTABLISH THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS, EVEN THOUGH 
SUCH ATTEMPT PROVE FUTILE.— (3692) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, we are not proving the existence of the Omniscient Person 
with a view to ascertain that a certain teaching has been propounded by the 
Omniscient Person, and then and therefore to follow that teaching in practice. 
In fact, we ourselves seek to attain the position of the Omniscient Person and 
to that end we seek to prove that it is possible to get rid of the Defects and 
attain the excellent qualities (that mark the Omniscient Person). And the 
reason for this lies in the fact that the Buddhists liave recourse to activities 
tending to the fulfilment of the several aims of man,—not on the strength of 
mere words, but on the basis of Inferences from the capacity of things. It 
has already been explained in what way such reasons as ^cognisability’ and 
the rest can lead to conclusions. 

It has been argued under Text 3238, that—“When He has passed 
through the Ten Stages, and Love and other Defects have become destroyed, 
then rapt in meditation.. • • He would not be able to impart any 
teachings”—^The answer to this is that this argument also has been put 
forward by you, through your ignorance of our doctrine. The Blessed Lord 
is not held by us to be standing upon the Ten Stages ; what we hold is that 
the Ten Stages are occupied during the Bodhisatlva-Stage, and beyond and 
above that lies the Byddha-Stage, the state of Perfect Enlightenment, 
Buddha-hood, —(3692) 

It has been argued under Text 3240, that—“What has been asserted by 
one who luiows only a part cannot be the assertion of the Omniscient Person”. 

The following Text points out that this also has been already answered:— 


TEXT (3693). 


As REGARDS THE ARGUMENT THAT ‘‘WHAT IS ASSERTED BY ONE WHO 
KNOWS ONLY A PART CANNOT BE REGARDED AS THE ASSERTION 

OF THE Omniscient Person”,—^the answer to this has 

ALREADY BEEN GIVEN, THAT IT WOULD BE DUB TO THE 
ACTUAL PRESENCE OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS. 

—(3693) 


COMMENTARY. 

The same explanation is reiterated in the following— 
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TEXTS (3694-3696). 

The man of limited vision, having perceived a few desirable 

THINGS, FIXES THEM IN HIS MIND, AND SUBSEQUENTLY DESCRIBES 
THEM, ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PERCEPTIONS ;—^AND YET IT IS 
NOT THAT HIS WORDS DO NOT PROCEED FROM HIS KNOWLEDGE 
OF THOSE THINGS; THE SAME WOULD BE THE CASE WITH 
THE ASSERTION OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON; THE 
DIFFERENCE WOTOD LIE IN THE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE BASIS OF THE TWO ASSER¬ 
TIONS.— (3694-3696) 

COMMENTARY. 

* The man of limited vision^ —^i.e. ono who is not omniscient. 

‘ Proceed from his knowledge^ etc, etc, *—^the knowledge of those things— 
Heart, etc.—^from which proceeds the assertion. The two negatives ‘na-na* 
indicate that the words do proceed from the said knowledge of the things. 

same, etc, etc,' —^That also would be reliable as proceeding from 
the said actual knowledge. 

Question: —“ If this is so, then what would be the difference between the 
words of the man who knows little and the words of Buddlia, the Omniscient?” 
Answer:—^The difference would lie, etc. etc,' —(3594-3696) 


The same idea is further clarified ;• 


TEXT (3596). 

What forms the source of the words (of Buddha) is the knowledge 

OF ALL THINGS; WHILE THE SOURCE OF THE WORDS OF THE 
OTHER PERSON CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
ONLY A FEW THINGS.— (3596). 

COMMENTARY. 


^Asya'—oi the words of Buddha, 

‘ Tasya '—of the words of the man who knows only a pcurt of things,— 

3696) 


The opponents urge the following objection;— 
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TEXT (3597). 

“There being no Conceptual Content in His case,—^how could 

THERE BE ANY DESIRE IN HIM tO Speak ? INASMUCH AS Hb HAS 
RENOUNCED ALL ACTIVITY, THERE CAN BE NO CONCEPTUAL 

Content for Him.”—(3597) 

COMMENTABY. 

There can be no ‘desire to speak’ on the part of a person in whom no 
Conceptual Content is possible; because the said desire is only a form of 
Conceptual Content. The Desire thus being invariably concomitant with 
‘Conceptual Content’, how could it exist in the absence of this latter? 
Certainly when the ‘tree’ is absent, the "Shim8?iapd^ cannot be there. For 
the Omniscient Person, any Conceptual Content is impossible; because all 
obstacles in the shape of the Afflictions, etc. have disappeared, and Conceptual 
Content is, by its nature, wrongy mistaken. Consequently if He had the 
Conceptual Content, the Omniscient Person would have to bo regarded as 
‘mistaken’.—(3697) 

The Author answers this objection in the following— 


TEXT (3598). 

It cannot be so; because, as regards the Conception that is 

BESET WITH AFFLICTIONS, NO SUCH IS POSSIBLE IN HlS CASE, AS 

ALL ‘obscuration ' HAS DISAPPEARED FROM HiM. WhILE THAT 

Conception which is favourable to the world's 

WELFARE AND HENCE ‘hBALTHY',—WHO WOULD 
PREVENT THAT ?— (3598) 

COMMENTARY. 

Conceptual Content is of two kinds—(1) that which is favourable 
to troubles, and hence ‘ beset with Afflictions *, and (2) that which is favourable 
to the appearance of ‘freedom from greed’ and such qualities, and hence 
‘Healthy’.—Of these that which is ‘beset with Afflictions’ can never be 
present in persons who have got rid of all obscurations in the shape of the 
Afflictions,—because the cause of this is not present there; while that which 
is ‘Healthy’, that is not incompatible with the man who has got rid of the 
obscurations; hence if this‘healthy’ Conceptual Content does appear, through 
the mercy of the Blessed Lord,—as it would be favourable to the welfare of 
the world and hence ‘healthy’, why should any one object to its appearance ? 
—(3698) 

The following might be urged—“As a matter of fact, all Conceptual 
Content, by its nature, appears in the form of the conception of a thing 
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as beneficial, when it is not beneficial, —and hence it is wrong, mistaken; 
consequently any appearance of it would be incompatible with the character 
of the man who has got rid of his obscurations’*. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3599-3600). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, He DOES NOT RECOGNISE THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 
AS BENEFICIAL (USEFUL); He KNOWS IT TO BE BASELESS; He IS 
LIKE THE MaGIC-PeRFORMER. ThE MaGIC-PERFORMER KNOWS 
THAT THE IDEA THAT HE HAS PRODUCED ENVISAGING THE 

REAL Horse is really without an objective basis ; 

AND HENCE HE HIMSELF DOES NOT BECOME 
MISTAKEN OR MISLED BY IT.— (3599-3600) 


COMMENTARY. 

If He had apprehended the Conceptual Content, which is devoid of 
objective basis, as having an objective basis, then alone He would be regarded 
as mistaken. As a matter of fact, however, Ho is like the magi(}*performer, 
and regards the Conceptual Content only in the form of the conception itself; 
how then can He be regarded as ‘mistaken’ ?—(3599-3600) 


It has been argued, under Te.vt 3243, that—“such assertions sound well 
only when addressed to people imbued with faith,—we, however, are wanting 
in that faith, and hence ask for reasons”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3601). 

When the Brdhmana (opponent) has asserted—that “such asser¬ 
tions SOUND WELL ONLY WHEN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED 
WITH faith”,—HE HAS NOT SAID ANYTHING RELEVANT 
TO THE SUBJECT UNDER CONSIDERATION.— (3601) 


COMMENTARY. 

Question “Why ? What is the subject under consideration, —to which 
our remark is not relevant ?” 

Answer :— 
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TEXTS (3602-3606). 

The subject undeb consideration was the statement that “the 
Omniscient Person, being excluded from all things, could 

NOT BE ABLE TO IMPART TEAOHINOS’\— To THIS, THE WISE MEN 
MADE THE ANSWER—^‘If He HAD NO POWER TO IMPART TEACHINGS, 
WHAT WOULD HAPPEN ? ’—^ThB PROPER REJOINDER FOR YOU SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN THAT—“iN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE NO RELIABLE 

Scripture**.—^What you have asserted is— “It may be so, but 
HAVE you seen HiM ACTUALLY SPEAKING ? **—^NOW IF, IN THIS, YOU 
ABE URGING A Reductio ad Abaurdum against us, then it should 
ONLY MEAN AS FOLLOWS:—“iF HiS SPEAKERSHIP IS NOT ADMITTED, 
THEN THERE COULD BE NO GETTING AT THE SCRIPTURB; HENCE IF 

THE Scripture composed by Him is admitted, His speakership 
ALSO WHJj HAVE TO BE ADMITTED.**—(3602-3605) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Author thinks that the Opponent will say that—“what I have 
asserted is only a Reductio ad Ahsurdum, and not an independent argument 
by itself*’;—and consequently he proceeds to lend support to the idea that 
what the Opponent has urged is a Reductio ad Ahsurdum, with the words 
^what you have asserted, etc. etc.* —^What you have asserted is that^—“Being 
excluded from all things, the Person could not have the capacity to teach”; 
in connection with this, you have to be asked—^He may not have the capacity 
to teach, what is the harm in that ?—^Being thus asked, what the Opponent 
would say, the Author himself states—^ The proper rejoinder for you should have 
been that in that case there would be no reliable Scripture*. —^The answer to this 
rejoinder is—^There may be no reliable Scripture, what is the incongruity 
in that ?—^He has not been seen speaking, by which there would ho incom¬ 
patibility with a perceived fact.—Being thus questioned, you should have 
said—“I am not proving His speakership after having myself seen that the 
Scripture had been composed by Him; you yourself regard your Scripture 
as composed by Him; and this is not possible if you do not admit His speaker- 
ship*, hence when you must insist upon the fact of the Scripture having 
been composed by Him, you must admit His speakership also”,—This is the 
undesirable contingency that is presented to the Bxiddhist by means of the 
Reductio ad Abaurdum .— (3602-3606) 


Having thus supported the idea of the Reductio ad Abaurdum, the 
Author now proceeds to show how the putting forward of this Reductio ad 
Abaurdum is not pertinent to the subject wider consideration:— 
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TEXTS (3606-3610). 

If that is so, then, the Principle accepted by alt. Rblationalists 
IS THAT a RediLctio ad Absurdum (in this case) can be urged only 
ON the basis of a character that is accepted on mere faith; 
IF IT were based upon WELL-KNOWN REASONS, THERE WOULD BE 
INDEPENDENT (DIRECT) ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT. As A MATTER OF 

FACT, THE Scripture that is postulated by the other party 
(the Buddhist) as composed by the Omniscient Person, is as 
thus described—‘without any appurtenances, the Teachings 
OF THAT Person proceed freely even from the walls,—as if 
THEY WERE COMING OUT OF THE GUntamarii GEM — ^Thus then it 
IS PURELY THROUGH supervision THAT He IS REGARDED AS THE 
‘composer" of THE TEACHINGS; HENCE His speakersMp need 
NOT BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY CONCEPTUAL CONTENT.—^ThUS 
THEN, WHEN YOU ASSERT THAT—“WE ARE WANTING IN THAT FAITH 
AND HENCE ASK FOR REASONS**—^YOU DO SO WITHOUT KNOWING 
WHAT IS MEANT BY Redu/oHo ad Absurdum ,— (3606-3610) 

COMMENTARY. 

That character which the other party admits on the basis of the Scripture 
alone,—that alone should be urged in the JReductio ad Absurdum; —such is the 
well-recognised principle. Now, if the other party (Buddhist) had held the 
fact of the Scripture being composed by the Person on the ground of His 
speakership, —^then there could be some point in urging that—“if He is not 
the speaker, then the Scripture could not have been composed by Him’*. 
As a matter of fact, however, when Buddha is regarded as the composer 
(Author) of the Scripture, it is only as a Supervisor, an over-lord,— 
not as the actual speaker ,—Consequently, the argument that you have urged 
in the form of the Reductio ad Absurdum ,—^that “if He is the composer of 
the Scripture, He must be the speaker^\ —is one that has been mged by you 
without knowing what is meant by 'Reductio ad Absurdum \—(3606-3610) 

It has been argued, under Text 324y(, that—“Teachings issuing from 
walls could not be accepted as taught by a Reliable Person”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3611). 

Why should words issuing from the walls not be accepted as 

TAUGHT BY A RELIABLE PERSON,—^WHEN THEY ARB PROMPTED 
BY HiS OVER-LORDSHIP? —(3611) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the teachings hewi not been prompted by the over-lordship of the 
Omniscient Person, then they might not be accepted as those of a Reliable 
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Person. When, however, it has been admitted that they do proceed under 
His supervision, then why should not they be regarded as taught by Him ? 
—(3611) 

It has been argued, under the same Text 3244, that—“there would be 
no confidence in these Teachings”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 

TEXTS (3612-3619). 

Being devoid of teachings of mixed character and those of 
slaughter and such other evil things,—how could these teach¬ 
ings BE the work of sportive GOBLINS AND OTHERS ? In THEM, 
THERE IS NO TEACHING OF MIXED CHARACTER; NOR OF SLAUGHTER 
AND OTHER EVIL THINGS, WHICH ALONE COULD BE THE WORK OF 
SPORTIVE GOBLINS AND OTHERS.—AlL THAT LIES WITHIN THE 
PURVIEW OF THE TWO MeANS OR FORMS OF RiGHT COGNITION IS IN 
STRICT ACCORD WITH THESE; AND NOTHING OF THE SLIGHTEST THING 
CONTRARY TO THEM IS VOUCHED FOR BY THE TWO MeANS OP COGNI- 

TiON. Even in regard to absolutely supersensuous things, the 
SAID Teaching is not annulled by anything past or future ; it 
PROMPTS the manifestations OF SUCH QUALITIES AS COMPASSION 
AND THE LIKE; IT IS ENDOWED WFTH ALL FORMS, EXPOUNDS RIGHT 
behaviour; it is conducive to various forms OF WELFARE HERE 
AND elsewhere; it teaches the antidote to all kinds of 
Love, Hatred and the rest; it opens the gate to the City of 
Nirvd'^ia. —^If such Teaching could be the work of playful 

PERSONS OR demons, THEN THESE SAME MAY BE THE ‘ENLIGHTENED 
Beings’, as fulfilling all the conditions of‘enlightenment’! 
Merely by giving a different name to a thing, its real form 
does not become altered. In fact, if a man were to call the 
cultured ‘uncultured’,—^he himself would be subject to the 
derision of all good people.— (3612-3619) 

COMMENI^ARY. 

If there were teaching of dancing, music, slaughter, incest and such 
things—as to bo done,—then, in as much there would be found the work of 
playful goblins and such persons,—it might come within the range of possi¬ 
bility to think of it as the work of those persons; as a matter of fact, however, 
the words of the Blessed Lord are found to be—not incompatible with any 
forms of right cognition,—free from self-contradictions,—fit for noble 
people,—^prompting men to Compassion and other such qualities,—conducive 
to the attainment of Heaven and Final Liberation;—all this has been fully 
explained before.—How could such teaching be the work of playful goblins ? 
-^If you apply the name ‘goblin’ to men also, you may do so; but mere nam- 
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ing does not deprive the thing of its nature. On the contrary, you yourself, 
by behaving like an uncultured person towards the highly cultured Blessed 
Lord, would be open to the derision of good men. 

Such in brief is what is meant by the Text as a whole. The meaning 
of the words is as follows— ^Teachings of mixed character' —e.g. those of 
singing, etc;— ^slaughter' —killing of animals;— *‘evil things' —^like sensuality, 
dishonesty and the like.—‘Jn accord with the two means or forms of right 
cognition') the two means are Perception and Inference; '"accordance with 
these' ^is saying nothing contrary to those;— 'matam' —found to be;— Hn 
all matters contained therein'— ‘matters within the purview of the two Means 
of Right Cognition,—it is in strict accord with those latter; such is the con¬ 
struction of the sentence.— 'Right behaviour' —which is excellent, in the be¬ 
ginning, middle and end; such as Continence and the like.— 'Sarvdnusha- 
yasandoha' the entire mass of perception, thoughts and ‘Afflictions’.— 
'Fulfilling all the conditions' —Having all the characteristics of the ‘enlightened 
Person*.—This has boon thus described—‘When all that had to be known 
becomes known, all that had to be reflected upon lias become reflected upon, 
all that had to be abandoned has become abandoned,—then the Person is said 
to have become Buddha, Enlightened' 

On the contrary, it is the Veda that is liable to bo regarded as the work 
of playful goblins,—in as much herein w^e find the teaching of incest and 
other improper acts in connection with the Qosava and other sacrifices.—^This 
is what is pointed out in the following— 


TEXTS (3620-3621). 

In FACT, IT IS IN THE CASE OF WORDS THAT ARE MARKED BY THE MENTION 
OF SEXUALITY, DISHONEST BEHAVIOUR, ANIMAL-SLAUGHTER AND SO 
FORTH, AND WHICH SPEAK OF MANY BARBAROUS ACTS,— 
THAT THERE IS ROOM FOR SUSPICION REGARDING THEIR BEING 
THE WORK OF ROGUES, DEMONS AND THE LIKE. SuCH 
WORDS ARE LIKELY TO PROCEED ONLY FROM 
PERSONS WHO ARE ADDICTED TO SUCH 
PRACTICES.— (3620-3621) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Bhujanga '—is Rogue. —(3620-3621) 

It has been argued, under Text 3249, that—‘‘One and the same cognition 
has never been found to apprehend such mutually contradictory things as 
the pure and the impure and so on”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXT (8622). 

The simultaneous apprehension by one and the same cognition 

OP MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY THINGS,—^UKB THE PURR AND THE 
IMPURE AND SO FORTH,—HAS ACTUALLY BEEN FOUND.' 

Because they are not incompatible with 
Cognition, — (3622) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though there are some things that are mutually incompatible, yet, 
they are quite compatible with the Cognition\ as is clear from the fact that 
several mutually incompatible things are actually perceived at one and the 
same time.—(3622) 

The same idea is further clarified :— 

TEXTS (3623-3624). 

In the case op things that are mutually exclusive by their nature, 
OR IN those that CAN NEVER COEXIST,—^THERE MAY BE incom- 

patibility; but there is no incompatibility in both figuring 

IN THE ONE AND THE SAME COGNITION; BECAUSE THERE 
IS PERCEPTION THROUGH THE EYE OP SUCH 
CONTRARIES AS («) THE PURE AND THE 
IMPURE THINGS, (5) THE SERPENT 
AND THE PEACOCK AND SO 

FORTH.— (3623-3624) 

COMMENTARY. 

Incompatibility among things is of two kinds—(1) mutual exclusiveness, 
and (2) non-coexistence. Those things that are mutually exclusive, —^their 
unification is clearly incompatible; those again that are non-coexistent, their 
coexistence is incompatible. But by figuring in the same cognition, things 
do not become either unified or coexistent. Hence there is no incompatibility 
in their figuring in the same cognition. In fact, it is actually seen that even 
incompatible things figure in the same cognition; for instance, the Pure and 
the Impure things, which are mutually exclusive,—and the Serpent and the 
Pecu^ock, which can never live together,—are perceived, through the Eye, 
at one and the same time.— "And so forth' includes such pair of opposites as 
Lfight and Shade and the rest.—(3623-3624) 

Says the Opponent—**If then, there is nothing incompatible in con¬ 
traries figuring in the same cognition, then it should be possible for Pleasure 
and Pain, or Love and Hate, to figure in the same cognition”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 



EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION*. 1669 


TEXT (3626). 

That there is no simultaneous cognition in the case of Pleasure 
AHD Pain,—that should be understood to be dub to the 
requisite cause being absent; there is nothing 
incompatible in it.— (3626) 

COMMENTARY. 

Should he understood^ \—^That Pleasuro and Pain are not cognised at 
one and the same time is due to the fact that they do not appear at one 
and the same time, on account of the causes of both not being present,—^not 
on account of any incompatibility. —^This is what should be understood to be 
the case.—^What is meant is that the cause of the non-cognition of both 
lies in the absence of their causes, not in their m\itual incompatibility.—(3625) 
In the case of those things also whore the Incompatibility is real,— 
and not merely conceptual, as in the case of Pure and Impure,—^there is 
hguring in the same cognition.—^This is what is shown in the following— 

TEXT (3626). 

The various colours,—^Blue, Yellow, White, etc.—^though 

mutually INCOMPATIBIiE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCES 
OF PLACE, ORIGIN, ETC.—ARE ACTUALLY SEEN AT ONE 
AND THE SAME TIME.— (3626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The construction is— * incompatible, on account of the differences of place, 
origin, etc.'* — '‘Difference of place^ consists in both not occupying the same 
point in space;— 'difference of origin or nature' —‘nature’ in the shape of the 
Blue, etc. and ‘origin’ in the shape of the blue components. —(3626) 

It has been argued imder Text 3250,—“Who can apprehend each one 
of the endless things, past, present and future,—even in hundreds of years ?” 
The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXT (3627). 

The Omniscient Person whose existence wb have established is 
ONE who comprehends WITHIN A SINGLE COGNITIVE MOMENT THE 
ENTIRE ROUND OF ALL THAT IS TO BE KNOWN; IT IS FOR THIS 
REASON THAT NO SltCCeSSion IS ADMITTED IN THIS CASE. 

—(3627) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this connection some people belonging to our own party, while sup¬ 
porting the opinion of the Idealist, curgue as follows;—^If the entire round of 
cognisable things is embraced within a single cognitive moment, then that 
would imply a limit on the number and extent of things; and this would 
militate against the accepted idea that the number and extent of things 
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are endless. Becatise when all things would be embraced within the orbit of 
a single cognition,—how cjould they be saved from the contingency of not 
being endless?—^This has been asserted thus—‘Being embraced within a 
single cognition, there is nothing outside that limit; and thus the idea being 
that things are only so 7nany, they cannot bo endless, they become limited’. 
—^Under the circumstances, the idea of the simultaneous cognition of all 
things would be open to the same objection that has been urged against the 
idea of their successive cognition. 

There is no force, however, in this argument. If this argument is 
put up on the basis of the opinion that Cognitions are formless,—then it is 
all irrelevant. Because, wlienever a thing, on becoming cognised, thereby 
acquires existence, —all that is coinprehonded by the cognition of the 
Omniscient Person is that it is existe^U, and is, therefore, said to be embraced 
by it; and it is not meant by this that it covers the place occupied by the 
thing, in the way that tlie cloth covers a number of jars. The mere fact 
that certain things are apprehended by a single cognition does not deprive 
the things of their own nature or character; whereby, by reason of being 
apprehended by a single cognition, they would renounce their endless 
character. When various things, like the Blue, the Yellow^ and so forth, 
appearing in a single picture, become apprehended by a single cognition, 
—they do not cease to be many; nor do they become merged into one another; 
in fact, they are apprehended by the cognition exactly as they are,—^not in 
any other form. In the same manner, the World which has existence is 
apprehended by the cognition of the Omniscient Person exactly as it exists .— 
As a matter of fact, there is no end to the extent of the worldly region in 
any direction; hence it is apprehended as limitless,—not as limited. How 
then could it be regarded as having an end ? 

It might be urged that—“If the apprehension of the entire world is 
admitted, then, how could there bo no apprehension of the limits ?” 

It is not so, wo reply. Where is there any such universal Proposition 
that ‘wherever there is apprehension of the entirety of things, there must 
be apprehension of the limits also’? As a matter of fact, of all the things 
that exist, there is not one which has existence and has its form unappro- 
hended by the cognition of the Omniscient Person; in fact all things 
appear and disappear only as having their forms apprehended by the con¬ 
sciousness of the Omniscient Person; not a single thing is left out. This is 
what is meant by His apprehending ‘all things in their entirety’. This also 
is what is meant by all things being ‘embraced in a single cognition’; other¬ 
wise, the fact of all things being spoken of as‘all’ may also be not admitted,— 
in order to avoid their having limits. So there is nothing in this. 

It has been argued that—“on account of the things being all included 
under a single cognition, there would follow the corollary that there is nothing 
apart from all these; how then would it be denied that the said things have 
their limit ?” 

This also is not right. Under the view of people who regard Cognition 
formless, there can be no actual ‘inclusion’ of things within the Cognition; 
all that happens is that they become indicated by the Cognition merely as 



EXAMINATION Ot THE ‘PERSON OP SUPER-NORMAL VISION*. 1671 


existing, —Nor has tho ‘endlessness’ of things been accepted on the grotind of 
their not being comprehended under Cognition; by virtue of which, if they 
became apprehended, they would come to have limits. All that has been 
held is that the extension of space being limitless, the Region ‘containing* 
the things is ‘limitless’, ‘endless’; as the Region of p»ire ‘Existence’ is 
‘endless’, also because there can bo no limits to the enumeration (of things). 
Nor is there any incompatibility between‘Ixung apprehended’ and the ‘absence 
of limits’ for the filling up of space;—on account of which ‘incompatibility*, 
things would have to be regarded as ‘not apprehended’.—^If it is asked— 
“If He does not coinprohond all things within His (’ognition, how can 
He be omniscient ?—the answer is that, it would be so, for that very reason; 
that is, it is just because He does not appreliend things as limited that He 
becomes omniscient; otherwise, if He had apprehended the limitlessih’mgB as 
limited^ He would be clearly mistaken, liecause one is called “omniscient’ 
only when He apprehends existing things as existent^ and rion-existing things 
as non-existent ;—and to the Region of existencey there is no limit at all. 
Hence if one apprehends as non-existent, the limit, which does not exist in 
tho form of movement ,—and if he apprehends as existent, the Limit, which 
does exist in the form of being (;ognised by the Omniscient Person,— why 
should Ho he regarded as ‘Not-Omniscient’ ? 

The following might be urged—“Under the view that Cognition is 
formless, there can be no apprehension of objects; because such Cognition 
would be indistinguishable. Conseciuently, no differentiation of particular 
things and functions being possible,—this view of Cognition being formless 
should not be put forward at all; as it would be always open to objection’'. 

This is not right. In regard to the Cognition of the Omniscient Person, 
no differentiation of things and their functions is admitted; because the 
said Cognition envisages all things: because the idea is that the said Cognition 
(of the Omniscient Person) envisages, not the Blue only, nor the yellow only, 
but all things. In the case of men with limited powders of vision, their Cogni¬ 
tion envisages only particular things; hence as in his case,—under the view 
that ‘Cognitions are formless’,—all things would stand on the same footing, 
tho impossibility of well -know n distinctions is declared to be open to objection. 
Because, as there could bo no such distinction as ‘this is tho Cognition of Blue\ 
‘that is the Cognition of Yellow' —even common people w^ould be equally 
omniscient; this is w^hat is urged against this view; as regards the Omniscient 
Person himself, such non-distinction w^ould be only right; hence how could 
tho said contingency bo urged as an undesirable one ?—Thus in the state of 
Omniscience, it is only right and proper that tho Cognition should be formless 
and brought about by the powers of mysticism. / 

It might be argued that—“In that case things could not be distinguished 
as (1) those to be acquired, and (2) those to be abandoned”. 

Not so, we reply. If in the event of the limitless number of tilings 
appearing in consciousness at one and the same time,—there were incom¬ 
patibility with tho things being cognised as (1) to be acquired and (2) to be 
abandoned,—and if there were no such incompatibility w'ith other things, and 
there were some loss of character on the part of the things to be acquired and 
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things to be abandoned as they appear in ooiisoiou8noM,-or even tW 
lost character were not distinguished ,—> or even when they appeared in 
coz^ciousness, if there came about no ordinary Cognition envisaging them,—- 
then, imder these contingencies, there might be room for asserting what 
has been asserted. As a matter of fact, however, when the entire world 
appears in consciousness, even the thing to be acquired and to be abandoned 
appear in consciousness without any incongruity, and without losing any 
of their essential character; and subsequently, it all becomes apprehended by 
the pure ordinary Cognition brought about by the force of the Cognition of 
the Omniscient Person. Why then, can there be no Cognition of things as 
distinguished from one another ? 

Thus it has been proved that there is no room for the objection as against 
the view that Cognitions are formless. 

If then, the objection is meant to be urged against the view that 
Cognitions have* forms,—then, also there is no such incompatibility as 
has been urged. Because as the limit-less things, manifesting themselves in 
endless forms, come into existence,—so also does the Consciousness of the 
Omniscient Person, which appears as envisaging the forms of all those limit¬ 
less things; and there is no incongruity in this; as there is nothing incompatible 
in a single Cognition envisaging the forms of several things. 

“Certainly, if what is one envisages many forma ,—^there is incongruity”. 

Not so; because the forma are unreal. If the one thing had several real 
forms, then there would be incompatibility between the one and the many. 
As a matter of fact, however, the view that is held is that the many forms 
do not really belong to the one thing. 

“If that is so, then the Cognition of the Omniscient Person would be 
associated with a wrong Cognition; and thereby the Omniscient Person 
would be mistaken”. 

Not so; as He would cognise tilings as they are, there would be nothing 
wrong in it. He would be ‘mistaken’ if He had cognised as real what is 
really unreal. When, however. He cognises the unreal forma as unreal ,— 
then, how can He be said to be * mistaken* ? 

“When all things are embraced within a single Cognition,—^and yet He 
treats them differently, as ‘seen’ and the rest; how then can He be regarded 
as not-miataken ? ” 

There is no force in this; because. He is cognisant of the right means. 
He could be mistaken, if he neglected the right means of apprehending the 
thing, and apprehended it by some other secondary means. In fact however, 
according to the view that Cognitions have forms, there is no means of 
apprehending a thing except the apprehension of the form of its Cognition; 
how then could the Person be mistaken if He apprehended the thing by the 
right and proper means ? 

Thus then, just as in the case of the knowable things, so in the case of 
the Cognition also, there is apprehension of the forms of limitless things,— 
and on that accoimt it is said that ‘limitless things’ are embraced by it. 

When things enter into the Cognition in certain forms,—^in those same 
forms they become recognised by the representative consciousness that 
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appeara later on. And so far as the Consciousness of the Onuiiscient Person 
is concerned, things do not enter into it as appearing in a limited number of 
diverse forms, but everything that happens to be existent enters into it. 
Because the capacity of the Person is such that in becoming the substratum 
of the Cognition of all things, it is not trammelled in any way; specially as 
mental Cognition envisages all things. Thus then, there being no incongruity 
in the Consciousness of the Omniscient Person apprehending the forms of 
limitless things,—and any ordinary cognition that comes later on cannot 
apprehend things to the farthest limit,—how could there be any Cognition 
such as ‘so many are the things* ? And it would be only if such a Cognition 
were there, that there could be a limit or end to the number of things. 

If, again, the representative Cognition appears in the form that ‘there 
is nothing beyond what has actually appeared in consciousness’,—even so, 
it woidd not be possible for the things to bo so limited. Because if all that 
appeared in the non-conceptual Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
appeared as limited in extent,—then the representative Cognition following 
upon that might apprehend the things as so limited [Read ^antavattvam* for 
*anantatvam^], and this Cognition would deprive the things of their limitless- 
ness. As a matter of fact, however, what appears in the Consciousness of 
the Omniscient Person appears actually as without limit ,—because the capacity 
of the Omniscient Person has no limitations; consequently anything else 
that appears in consciousness must be limited*, and it is only this that is appre¬ 
hended by the representative Cognition; so that you have more clearly than 
ever established the limitlessness of things. Hence there is no force in what 
has been urged. 

There are some people who hold the view that the whole Consciousness 
of the Mystic is devoid of objective basis, and resembles the true dream, 
whence, being in conformity with the real state of things, it is reliable.— 
As against these people, there is much less room for the objection regarding 
things becoming limited .—^We have had enough of this!—(3627) 

There are some people who hold that there are Persons who become 
omniscient at will; under their opinion also, there is no incongruity in what 
has been said above.—^This is what is shown in the following;— 


TEXTS (3628-3629). 

Whatever He wishes to know He comes to know it without fail; 
—such is His power, as He has shaken off all evil. He knows 
things either simultaneously or in succession, just as 
He wishes; and having secured the knowledge of all 
THINGS, He becomes the Lord.— (3628-3629) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Texts point out that there is no incongruity even \mdAt 
the view that the Lord’s Cognition of things is successit ^:— . , 

63 
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TEXTS (3630-3631). 

Or, He knows all that is knowablb, in the shape op the ‘Four 
Truths’, by means op His sixteen ‘Cognitions’, in suoo;ession, 
AND on that account He IS omniscient. When this cognition 
OP THE Lord thus appears in succession—^not even a 

SINGLE MOMENT HAS TO BE AWAITED; WHAT TO SAY, MY 
FRIEND, OF A HUNDRED YEARS !— (3630-3631) 

COMMENTARY. 

'By means of Sixteen Cognitions' —i.e. by Forgivenesses’ and ‘Cogni¬ 
tions’: There are eig?U ‘Forgivenesses’,—^in the shape of the Forgiveness of 
Pain, Dharma, Knowledge and so forth;—and there are eight ‘Cognitions’, 
in the shape of the cognition of Pain, Dharma, Knowledge and so forth;— 
all this is clear from the declaration that—‘The Truth is divided sixteen- 
fold’. 

'Even a single moment ',—^The lowest measure of time is called 'Kald'; 
120 Kalds make one Ksarjua; 60 K^a^s make one Lava, 

'My friend '—^is a form of address, 
is 2 /ear.—(3630-3631) 


It has been eu'gued under Text 3251, that—“Even if the Person by 
his own undiversified nature, apprehends all things, he cannot apprehend the 
specific individualities of all things”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3632). 

The Person who apprehends all things in their own undivbrsibtbd 
FORM, KNOWS THE VERY FORMS OF ALL THINGS.— (3632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent:—“In the scriptures it is said that the Cognition of 
the Mystics, free from all impurities, appertains to Universale only,—not 
to Specific Individualities-, how do you say that the Consciousness of the 
mystics, which envisages Universale, apprehends the very forms of all 
things?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— 
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TEXTS (3633-3634). 

It is the ‘Specific Individuality* itself, as differentiated from 

HETEROGENEOUS AND NON-MOMENTARY THINGS, WHICH IS SPOKEN 

OF HERE AS ‘ UNIVERSAL *, ON THE GROUND OP ITS LEADING 

TO Calmness and Dispassion.—^The Cognition that 

APPREHENDS THIS AND IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE 
FORCE OF Medication, and appears only in 
GREAT Mystics, envisages the Specific 
Individuality itself.— (3633-3634) 

COMMENTARY. 

That same ‘Specific Individuality*, which, differentiated from things of 
other kinds, becomes tfie basis of the notion of ‘Uniformity*, and is then called 
the ‘ Universal*. Hence the consciousness of the Mystic which apprehends 
it and which becomes clearly manifested by the force of his Meditation, 
envisages the Specific Individuality itself ; hence there is notlhng incongruous 
in the same Cognition apprehending the Universal as well as the Specific 
Individuality, 

It has been arg\ied under Text 3253, that—“the said uniform cognition 
would be either true or false; if it is true, it goes against perceptible facts, as it 
makes all things one**. 

All this also has boon answered by what has been just explained; because 
wJiat the mystic consciousness apprehends is the Specific Individuality ,—- 
(3633-3634) 

If what is meant by Mystic Consciousness envisaging Specific 
Individuality is that it apprehends that Universal which wo have 
declared to be ‘illusory’, not capable of being described as that or not- 
thaty —and which other philosophers have regarded as real, —^then the said 
idea cannot be accepted. 

This is what the Author points out in the following;— 


TEXT (3636). 

What is apprehended by the Mystic Consciousness is not that 
Universal which is incapable of being spoken of 
AS ‘that’ or ‘not-that’ and so forth, and 
WHICH other people HAVE REGARDED 
AS rear.—(3636) 

COMMENTARY. 

"And 80 forth' is meant to include‘eternal* or ‘non-eternal*, etc. etc.— 
(3635) 
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Qtiestion: —“Why cannot there be apprehension of that Universal’* 

^In^er;— 

TEXT (3636). 

The Consciousness of the Mystic is free from Conceptual Content 
and is not erroneous; and if it apprehended the said 
Universal, it would be something beset with 
Conceptual Content and Error.— (3636) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mystic Consciousness has been held to be valid Perception, becaiose it 
is free from Conceptual Content and is not erroneous. If however, it envisaged 
the Universal as described above, then it would apprehend an illusory 
thing and thus become beset with Conceptual Content; and as appre¬ 
hending the unreal thing in the shape of the Universal as assumed by other 
people, it would become beset with Error also. 

Or both being taken as referring to both, there are two objectionable 
features.—(3636) 

It has been shown that the Cognition in question, as apprehending 
an unreal and purely fanciful thing, becomes beset with Conceptual Content 
and Error. It is next shown in another way, that it becomes beset with 
Error for the following reason also;— 

TEXT (3637). 

Because it has been already explained that the Universal 

WHICH CONSISTS OF THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT AND IS 
INCAPABLE OF BEING SPOKEN OF, AND IS IN THE 
FORM OP PERMANENT CONTIGUITY,—^IS 

FORMLESS (featureless).— (3637) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has just been said that the Universal, which is incapable of being 
spoken of’—that is, the Universal which cannot be spoken of as either‘this’ 
or ‘not-this’,—forms the very essence of Conceptual Content;—* because^ — 
inasmuch as—this has been already explained under the section on ^ Ap6ha\ 
—'therefore the said Consciousness becomes beset with Conceptual Contend ;— 
such is the coimection with what has gone before (in the preceding text). 

The reason for this is as follows;—^As the Universal is of the nature of 
Conceptual Content, the Mystic Consciousness that envisaged it would also 
be of the nature of Conceptual Content; because it is apprehended as of that 
nature. As regards the Conceptual Content, wherever it appears, it 
presents as good and desirable, what is not-good and nct-desirable; hence it 
is always wrong; hence the said Apprehension becomes beset with Error. 
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As regards the Univeraal postulated by other people, in the form perpetual 
contiguityf —^that also has been shown, under the chapter on ‘the Universal’, 
as being entirely feature-less, characterless. So that if the Apprehension 
envisages this Universal it becomes all the more clearly ‘beset with Conceptual 
Content and Error’.—(.3637) 

It has been argued under Text 3266, that—“If the Omniscient Person 
is held to be that Person who knows all things and their causes, through a 
single abnormal Cognition,—^then there can be no Means of Cognition to 
vouch for His existence, etc. etc.”. 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXTS (3638-3639). 

That Person is certainly called ‘Omniscient* who knows all 

THINGS ALONG WITH THEIR CAUSES, THROUGH A SINGLE ABNORMAL 

Cognition brought about by Communion. The existence 
OF SUCH A Person has been already established before, 

BY MEANS OP INFERENCE. ThUS THERE IS A DISTINCT 

Means of Cognition vouching for His ex- 
ISTENCE. Hence it follows that such a 
ONE REALLY EXISTS.— (3638-3639) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon argued under Text 3268,— “Whether simultaneously or suc¬ 
cessively, how could there be any Inference, without an effect ? etc. etc.”. 
The answer to this is as follows;— 


TEXT (3640). 

Simultaneously or successively, there is cognition following 
PROM the effect THAT IS MANIFESTED. WhEN He IMPARTS 
THE Teaching, He has the requisite capacity 
ALSO.— ^(3640) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood.—(3640) 

It has been argued under Text 3260, that—“The idea that there is one 
Person who has acquired special powers not common among men and He 
knows all things,—^is entirely baseless”. 

The answer to this is as follows;— 
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TEXTS (3641-3644). 

That Person who has propounded this Tbachino—^whioh is pure 

AND WHEREIN THE DhARMA OF ‘No-SoUL' HAS BEEN REITERATED,— 
AND WHICH HAS BEEN SUPPORTED BY THE WHOLE OF THIS WORK 
AND NOT TRAVERSED BY ANY FORM OR MeANS OF VALID COGNITION, 
—WHICH IS NOT KNOWN TO WORLDLY MEN,—^WHICH IS BEYOND THE 
KEN OF Keshava and others,—^whioh is highly borne on the 

HEAD BY ALL WISE MEN,—^WHICH DESTROYS THE ENTIRE HOST OF 
ENEMIES IN THE SHAPE OP EVILS,—^AND IS THE CAUSE OF VARIOUS KINDS 

OF Prosperity as also of the attainment of NirvdTpa, —such a 
Person acquired special powers not common among men, 
which distinguishes Him from all other men, and He alone 
is Omniscient ]— this is entirely vouched for by Means and 
Forms of Right Cognition.— (3641-3644) 

COMMENTARY. 

SarmahdatT^na —^by tho whole of this work, the Tattvaaangraha, 

* Which ia not knovm to worldly men' —^i.e. the Teaching which envisages 
knowledge that is not easily attained by worldly men. 

'Beyond the ken of Kiahava., etc. etc.' —^Though this word is in the 
Masculine Gender, yet it qualifies the word * * (Feminine). 

'Which destroys^ etc. etc.' —The evils themsolves are the enemiea; —and 
their hosts are destroyed by it. 

'Ia the cause of various kinds, etc. etc.' —^the word 'Kdrana' is to be 
construed with each of the two members of the compound.—(1) It is the 
cause of the various kinds of Prosperity, and also (2) it is the cause of the 
attainment of Nirvdmi. —(3641-3644) 

It has been argued under Text 3261—“Thus, no omniscient Person of 
any kind is conceivable; consequently no human assertion could be the means 
of providing the knowledge of Dharma". 

The answer to this is as follows:— 


TEXT (3646). 

Thus, as it is quite conceivable that there is an Omniscient 
Person, human assertion can certainly be the means of 
providing the knowledge of Dharma .— (3645) 

COMMENTARY. 

'An Omniacient Person' —^i.e. Buddha Himself alone; not Kapila, or 
any one else; as already established before. 

As regards the objection that has been urged regarding Cognition being 
formless or with form .,—that has been answered by us already.—(3645) 
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Says the Opponent—“It has been asserted (by Buddhists) that— 
‘Cognition never apprehends the external object,—either as manifested or as 
unmanilested or as envisaging something else*. But how can both views 
be free from objections ?** 

The answer to this is as follows;— 

TEXT (3646). 

Any discussion regarding farmle^anesa and the rest is op no use 

IN REGARD TO THE OMNISCIENT PERSON. In FACT, JUST AS 

YOUR Cognition appears in regard to a certain 
object, so does the other (superior) 

Cognition also.— (3646) 

End of Chapter, 

Thus ends the TATTVASANGRAHA by Shdntaraksita. 

COMMENTARY. 

The discussion that we carried on earlier, regarding the Cognition being 
fomdesa, etc. etc., from the Idealistic point of view,—can serve no useful 
purpose on the piesent occasion, as against you Mlmdmaakaa who are wedded 
to the External World, when we are proving the existence of the Omniscient 
Person on the understanding (for the sake of argument) that the external 
world exists. 

Qvsation: — “ Why ? ’ ’ 

Answer:—^ In fact, etc. etc.' —^Youmust assert that there is Cognition of 
the External object,—whether the Cognition be fomdeaa or wUh form; as 
otherwise the whole external world would disappear. So that, just as there 
comes about your Cognition of a certain thing,—^in the same manner would 
come about also the other—and the superior—Cognition of the Omniscient 
Person (which is to be construed heie).—So that the objection that has been 
urged has no force at all and should not have been urged.—(3646) 

This excellent and extensive, pure and lasting, (Teaching) that 
ha»8 been secured by me,—may it become the abode of the magnificence 
of the unrivalled Jina ; and with its effulgence, may it delight the hearts 
of all men!—^May thereby the whole of mankind become like the Buddhist 
KamalaahVa (or, may all men attain the character of the I^otus as 
blooming under the rays of the sun of the Great Teaching) I 

End of the Commentary 
hy 

Kamalashlla. 


END. 
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Dhdtua, 868. 

Dhava, 894. 

Dhydna, 1218. 

Difference, 842, 870, 1162. 

Difference of opinion, 1322. 
Differentiation, 853. 

Digamhara, 839, 1085, 1403. 

Digging, 1092. 

DUlpa, 745. 

Di^indga, 987. 

Direct Intuition, 885. 

Disagreement, 1324. 

Disgust, 930. 

Dish, 858. 


Disjunctions, 1076. 

Dispassion, 1531. 

Dispositions, 870, 908, 1536. 

Dispute, 1324. 

Dissimilarity, 772, 837. 

Dissociation from Impurities, 1244. 
Dissolution, 1036, 1069, 1218. 

„ —Universal, 1069,1070,1381, 
1382. 

„ „ {Samvarta), 

1382. 

Distinction, 1487. 

Divine Beings, 868. 

Doubt, 1316, 1319, 1321, 1335, 1336, 
1346, 1358, 1366, 1391, 1455, 1460. 
Dramas, 1128, 1159. 

Dramatic Actor, 915. 

Dravida, 1212. 

Dream-Cognition, 831, 940. 

Dreams, 921, 1336. 

Drona-flower, 1348. 

Duty, 1421. 

* Dvitiydahritdtita, etc, \ 1173. 

Dying Consciousness, 917. 


E 

Earth, 914, 943. 

Eclipses, 1408. 

Economic Science, 1323. 

Effective Action, 849, 1281, 1328. 
Elemental Substances, 896, 907, 908. 
Elementals, 1436. 

Elephant, 951. 

Embellishment, 876, 876, 1020, 1168, 
1160, 1161, 1178, 
1181, 1183, 1184. 

„ of Sound and Organs, 

1021 . 

Endlessness, 89.5. 

Entity, 836, 844, 845, 867, 869, 870, 
872, 873, 874, 887, 909, 1329, 1362. 
Epitome of Things, 1396. 

Error, 1676. 

Eternal Existence. 894. 

„ Sentences, 747, 1525. 

„ Things, 883. 

„ Verities, 875, 876. 

„ Word, 1411, 1438. 

Et^mality, 745, 803, 866, 1078, 1132, 
1133, 1150, 1225, 1242. 

„ of Veda, 997, 1414. 
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Examinations, 749, 

Excellences, 1354, 1361, 1388. 
Exceptions, 1344. 

Exclusion, 853. 

„ of the unlike, 1142. 
Existence, 875, 878, 1067, 1116, 1451. 
Experienced men, 1256. 

Explanations of Veda, 1106, 1108, 

1110 . 

Expressive Potency, 788. 

External, 777. 

„ world, 886, 936, 974, 1353, 
1355, 1467. 

„ objects, 753, 867, 968, 975, 
978, 980. 

„ thing, 950, 984, 1187, 1248. 
Extraneous, 1360. 

Eye, 962, 1044, 1375. 

F 

False, 1310. 

Falsity, 1311. 

Feather in the Ear, 1168. 

Features, 746, 759. 

Featureless, 819, 894, 1490. 

Feelings, 887, 932. 

Fellow -students, 1354. 

Fire, 744, 1319, 1329. 

Fishermen, 1217. 

Flute, 1369. 

Foetus, 891, 919, 926. 

Forest, 893. 

Forest-fire, 1120. 

Form, 882. 

Formless, 962, 974, 1187, 1571. 

Four Truths, 886, 1473, 1483. 

Fruit, 884. 

Fruition, 884. 

Future, 867, 873, 877, 886, 1098, 1264, 
1410. 

G 

‘Ga’—^individual letter, 1014, 1142, 
1147, 1148, 1149, 1193. 

„ —^Universal, 1011. 

Gdndkdra, 1147. 

OdndhdH, 1502. 

Qaru4a, 1517. 

Qautama, 1401. 

Oavaya, 760, 761, 770, 777. 788, 967. 
Gdel, 1216. 


General, 838, 976. 

Generalities, 857. 

Gestures, 803, 1517. 

Oho^ka, 862. 

OhuidMkfara, 1101 . 

Gt^d—quoted, 1297. 

God, 883, 1070, 1423. 

Gold, 858, 894, 910, 970. 

Qo8<wa, 1567. 

Grammar, 1393, 1408. 

Grammarian, 1071, 1072, 1085, 1228, 
1237, 1394. 

Great Sage, 973. 

„ Brdhmatia, 1198. 

Quduchly 851. 

H 

Hair-tuft, 1280, 1467. 

Happiness, 971. 

HarUakly 1428. 

Hare’s Homs, 881, 957. 

Hatred, 748, 930. 

Hate, 901, 973. 

Hearer, 1059. 

Heaven, 880, 1371, 1391, 1463. 

Herb touched by teeth of mongoose 
cures snake-poison, 1404. 
Heterogeneous Series, 1092. 
High-souled men, 929. 

Highest Good, 1468, 1527, 1541, 1542. 
Hindrance of Afflictions, 1482. 
History, 1408. 

Honey, 1326. 

Homs, 967. 

Horse, 889. 

Human Origin, 1072. 

Hmidred, 1235. 

Husks—Thumpitig of, 1399. 

I 

‘ I ’, 1528, 1530. 

‘I’-notion, 1529. 

Ideas, 1062. 

Idea of Time, 863. 

IdeaUsm, 915, 1159, 1467. 

Idealist, 916, 1569. 

Idealistic, 976. 

Ideation, 936. 

Identity, 842, 1145. 

Ignorance, 880, 1391. 

Ikmtunka, 1501. 
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Illusion, 756, 886, U91, 1220, 1221, 
1374, 1466. 

Illusory, 871, 946, 1201, 1337. 
lUuminative, 1073. 

Illuminativeness, 957. 

Imaginary, 871. 

Immobile, 871. 

Immoral, 1398. 

Immorality. 1536. 

Impediments, 929. 

Imperceptible, 832. 

Imperishable, 1090. 

Imposed (Unreal), 1492. 

Imposing, 882. 

Impression, 929, 980. 

Impurities, 890, 1512. 

Inclusiveness, 854. 

Incorporeality, 1271, 1288. 

Indicator, 803, 1065, 1355. 

Individual, 1089, 1222, 1540. 
Infallibility, 1373. 

Inference, 742, 743, 746, 797, 833, 939, 
976, 1320, 1372, 1414, 

1428, 1457. 

„ annulled by Verbal Cogni¬ 
tion, 1000. 

Inferential, 764. 

„ Indicative, 822. 

Infinite Regress, 947, 959, 1367, 1373, 
1377, 1378. 

Initial Cognition, 1330. 

Intelligence, 1407. 

Intention, 755, 757. 

Interception of Somid, 1027. 
Intervolved Wheel of Causation, 989, 
1391. 

Intuition, 742, 885. 

,, €bs Promd^, 831. 

Invalidity, 1288, 1319, 1344, 1378, 
1384. 

Iron-pieces, 1164. 

Itifidsat 1421. 


J 

Jaimini, 1314. 

Jaina, 835, 838, 841, 1028, 1085, 1403, 
1488. 

Jar, 1326. 

Jaundice, 1341. 

„ —cured by juice of DrofjM 

flower, 1348. 


Jina, 918, 973, 1402, 1403, 1488. 

Jumping, 1408, 1608. 

Jyoti^a, 1400. 

K 

Kadaniba, 1168. 

Kali, 1211. 

Kalpa-tree, 973. 

Kalpa, 1400. 

Kambaldshvatara, 890. 

Kanaka, 1411. 

Kandda, 845, 1085, 1172, 1401. 

Kdntd, 865. 

Kdpila, 857, 1401, 1402, 1470, 1472, 
1483, 1485, 1486. 

Karma, 884. 

Karmadhdraya, 808, 855. 

Kdryatd, 12119. 

KaShava, 1544. 

Kdahyapa, 1411. 

King, 781. 

‘ Klisfdkliatdh, 1384. 

Knowable, 1394, 1404. 

Kfirinia-Brahmana , 1555. 

Kumdrila, 755, 783, 789, 794, 807, 809, 
811, 812, 816, 819, 845, 846, 858, 
942, 943, 949, 954, 955, 956, 977, 
978, 980, 981, 982, 984, 1169, 1210, 
1217, 1236, 1254, 1267, 1271, 1314, 
1315, 1357, 1369, 1362, 1380, 1381, 
1387, 1436, 1532, 1552. 

Kuntl, 1297. 


L 

Lamp, 910, 1154, 1296. 

Largeness, 1050. 

LiUd, 1226. 

Letters, 812, 1070, 1071, 1075, 1080, 
1081, 1141, 1150, 1194, 1221, 1237, 
1248, 1259. 

Letter-sounds, 1077, 1185, 1223, 1227. 
Liberation, 1463, 1530. 

Light, 883, 1054, 1164. 

Limitations, 1407, 1503. 

Lingaaharira, 925. 

Line of Trees, 772. 

Lions, 1568. 

Lokdyata, 887, 888. 

„ — Sutra, 888. 

Lord, 884, 973, 1492. 

Lord’s Word, i486. 



XNDBX, 


1687 


Lotus, 1120, 1226, 1234. 

Love, 901, 913, 930, 973, 1493. 
Luminous, 883. 

Lute, 1369. 

M 

Mada, 1226. 

Mddhyamikas, 918. 

Magic Circles, 1517. 

Magnet, 1164. 

Mahdbhdratat 1097, 1098, 1260, 1261. 
Maharajas, 1504. 

Mahdsammata, 864. 

Mahdydnist, 918. 

Mahdshvetd, 1251, 1252. 

MahSshvara, 1424. 
Mdheshvara-bfiavana, 1547. 

Maitreya —Tathagata, 864. 

Major elemental substanron, 896. 
Makers, 1126, 1355. 

Man, 1350. 

Mdndhdna — Devadatta, 864. 

Mango-tree, 1446, 

Manifestation, 1123, 1127, 1225, 1229, 
1250, 1276, 1285, 1374. 
,, of Letters, 1024, 1163, 
1180, 1195. 

Manifested, 1139. 

„ state, 1087. 

Manifesting Agency, 1221. 

Manifostors, 1126, 1139, 1147, 115,3, 
1224. 

Manojava, 1509. 

Mantras, 1421, 1541. 

Manu, 1112, 1382, 1430, 1553, 1557, 
1558. 

Mara, 1486. 

Mdrya, 1211. 

Mass of Light and Shade, 824. 

Material Cause, 899, 900, 902, 903, 
909. 

Materialism, 877, 892, 893. 

Material Substances, 887, 894, 1206. 

,, ,, —Great, 888. 

MateriaUst, 907, 913, 917, 926, 1323. 
Mdtfvivdha (a plant?), 897. 
Meaninglessness, 1104. 

Means of Cognition, 767, 1360, 1366, 
1379, 1386. 

Means of knowledge, 974, 1125, 1268. 
Medicine, 1667. 

Meditation, 885, 886, 1422, 1426, 1434, 
1543. 


Mental Cognition, 902, 905, 916, 1407, 
1498. 

Mental Faculties (Samskdra), 887. 

„ Function, 864. 

„ Perception, 1406. 

Mercy, 1103, 1493, 1506, 1512. 

Merit and Demerit, 1018, 1032, 1175, 
1196. 

Meru, 880, 1371. 

Million, 1235. 

Mimdmsd-hhdsya, 742. 

Mimdmsd-sutra, 980. 

Mlmdmsaka, 760, 766, 769, 772, 807, 
808, 936, 991, 998, 1003, 1009, 1030, 
1040, 1371, 1392, 1399, 1522. 

Mind-force, 1509. 

Mind -moments, 945. 

Mind, 888, 894, 910, 1169, 1337, 1342, 
1414. 

Mind and Mental Entities, 945, 963. 

„ „ Effects, 965, 971. 

Minor Premiss, 743. 

,, Term, 758. 

Mirage, 1298, 1333. 

Mirror 1198. 

Misapprehension, 1833. 

Misconception, 1319, 1324, 1358, 1359. 
Mixed Character, 846. 

MlechcJihas, 1217. 

Mode, 862. 

Mode-changers, 863. 

Modification, 812, 875, 923. 

Moment, 870, 877, 946. 

Momentary, 896, 915, 916, 1147, 1315, 
1316. 

„ character, 878, 1177. 
Mongoose, 1404. 

Moonless, 823. 

Moral, 1398. 

Morality and Immorality, 1465. 
Mother’s marriage, 1453, 1459. 

Moving About and Other Actions, 1078, 
1223. 

Multiplicity, 969, 1142. 

Mutilation of texts, 1354. 

Mutual Exclusiveness, 1489. 

„ Negation, 773, 809. 

Mystic Consciousness, 1575. 

Mystic Perception, 941. 

Mystics, 861, 885, 886, 1269, 1415, 
1522, 1575. 
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Naiydyika, 781, 788, 801, 085, 1305. 
Nala, 1409. 

Name, 771, 776, 111, 928, 1476. 

Name and Named, 775. 
Name-conception (ISaiijfid), 887. 
Name-form, 927. 

Nareisimha, 852. 

Ndrikela-dvlpa, 1051. 

Ndetika, 893. 

Nature, 854, 1440. 

Nearness, 1165. 

Negation, 742, 773, 780, 805, 807, 808, 
821, 826, 1132, 1362, 1414, 1440, 
1447, 1457. 

Negative, 1394, 1305. 

Negative concomitemce, 745. 

Nimitta, 1535, 1536. 

Nirdlainbanavdda, 940. 

Nirgranthaa, 867. 

Nirodha, 1244. 

Nirukta, 1220, 1371, 1400. 

Nirvana, 918, 1426, 1468, 1511, 1530, 
1566. 

Nivara, 1630. 

Non-apprehension, 742, 821, 827, 1125, 
1132, 1133, 1345, 1353, 1362, 1363, 
1411, 1431, 1442, 1444, 1445. 
Non-cognition, 970, 1449. 
Non-conceptual, 904, 1378, 1435, 1402, 
1493. 

Non-conformity, 1325. 

Non-entity, 894. 

Non-eternality, 1083, 1281. 
Non-existence, 815, 828, 836, 1348, 
1382, 1445. 

Non-modiiication, 813, 814. 
Non-objective, 072. 

Not-being-that, 841. 

Not-equal, 836. 

No-Soul, 1266, 1476, 1483, 1485, 1514. 
Nydyabhdfya, 760. 

Nydyaautra, 774, 1460. 

„ quoted, 1459-60. 
Nydyavdrtika, 977. 

O 

Object, 891, 953, 958, 1055, 1188. 
Objective, 1481. 

„ basis. 1188. 

„ bcuskground, 885. 

Objectless, 1162. 


Object-moment, 966. 

Observances, 880. 

Occasional, 875, 894. 

Oil, 1394. 

Omniscience, 1400, 1447, 1482, 1490, 
1506,1534, 1561. 

Omniscient Person, 1259, 1269, 1391, 
1394, 1395, 1397, 1399, 1401, 1404, 
1413, 1416, 1417, 1426, 1463, 1466, 
1493, 1499, 1605, 1613, 1522, 1532, 
1533, 1535, 1541, 1646, 1549, 1550, 
1660, 1664, 1670, 1672, 1577, 1679. 
Oneness, 1142, 1145, 1160, 1192. 
Operation, 1313. 

Order, 1079, 1080, 1082. 

„ of Letters, 1072, 1073, 1074, 
1076. 

„ of Sequence, 1078, 1220. 

Other World, 887, 893. 

P 

Paddy, 1164. 

Palate, 1077, 1141. 

PaAchama, 1147. 

Pdnini, 1085, 1173. 

Paralysis, 923. 

Pdrasikas, 1138, 1263, 1267, 1268. 
Parichchhitti, 1375. 

Parinirvdna, 1435. 

Particular, 838, 976. 

Past, 866, 867, 873, 877, 1098. 
Pdtallputra, 745, 1422. 

Patafijali's Bhdsya, 1085. 

Path, 1613. 

Paadgala, 1086. 

Peculiarity, 876, 877. 

Perceptible, 832. 

Perception, 765, 780, 821, 888, 939, 
968, 974, 1061, 1064, 
1200, 1339, 1372, 1406, 
1414, 1441, 1601, 1611. 

„ of Cause, 1343. 
Perceptional, 761. 

Perishable beings, 1425. 

Perishability, 1084. 

Permanence, 804, 939, 1448. 
Permanent character of Things, 1147. 
Perpetual Flux, 747, 809, 936, 1196, 
1206, 1269, 1266, 1279, 1403, 1549. 
Personality, 892, 1107, 1110, 1262, 
1303, 1165. 

Phases (Skandha), 910. 
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Philosophers, 1555. 

Pit, 1050. 

Pitch, 1014, 1150. 

Place, 1350. 

Plaintiff, 1300. 

Pleasure, 1131. 

Pleasure-Pain, 1569. 

Plurality, 841, 848, 854. 

Poison, 1281. 

Positive, 1395. 

Pot, 858. 

Potency, 785, 791, 792, 795, 841, 1051, 
1064, 1094, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1207, 
1211, 1214, 1252, 1284. 

Potter, 1326. 

Potter’s Wheel, 1494. 

FrdchyaSf 1322. 

Practice, 1504. 

Prantdm. 1271, 1276, 1284, 1289, 1314. 
Prdxuif 890. 

Prdpyakdriiva, 1167. 

Pratihhd (Intuition) as Pranidmif 831. 
Pratikaepaf 813. 

Pratiaankhydndf 931. 
Pratiaankhyd'nirodha, 875, 979, 1244. 
Pratityasamutpddaf 936. 

Present, 866, 867. 

Presumption, 742, 783, 784, 785, 786, 
788, 789, 804, 805, 822, 990, 1008, 
1051, 1082, 1129, 1180, 1225, 1282, 
1364, 1387, 1414, 1427, 1440. 
Primordial Matter, 996, 1243, 1395, 
1439, 1464, 1469, 1486. 

Principal (Debt), 884. 

Prijiciples, 1395. 

Probability, 742, 830. 

Producer of Wood, 1065. 

Product, 1121. 

Production, 859, 875. 

Prolongation, 1080. 

Prompters, 1076. 

Propensities, 932. 

Prosi^erity, 1527, 1542. 

Pseudo -Mimamsakas, 1413. 

Pseudo-omniscient Persons, 1404. 
Pudgala, 885, 1085, 1162. 

Pumping out, 1092. 

Purdr^y 1421, 1555. 

Purification, 885. 

Puruaay 1266. 

R 

Rdjafiamaay 1510. 
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Rdma, 1534. 

Ra-say 1249. 

Ratiocinative Cognition, 742. 
Ratiocination asPra/wd?ia, 827. 

Readers of Veda, 1126. 

Real, 871, 874, 1492. 

Realist, 861. 

Receptacle, 913, 917. 

Recognition, 844, 1003, 1010, 1012 
1016, 1039, 1138, 1139, 1141, 1147, 
1193, 1250. 

Red-hot Iron, 1461. 

Reductio ad ahsurdutUy 748, 749, 852, 
928, 929, 937, 947, 1066, 1104, 1164, 
1372, 1496, 1564, 1565. 

Refiectod Image, 936, 958, 1044, 1187, 
1188, 1189, 1190, 1192. 

Refiection. 951, 985, 986, 1403, 1488. 
Rgveday 1537. 

Rjuvimaldy 760. 

Relation, 780. 

Relationship, 1204, 1208, 1213, 1214, 
1248. 

Relative, 780. 

„ Negation, 1363, 1444. 
Reliability, 1524, 1526. 

Reliability of Veda, 1113. 
Remembrance, 761, 764, 769, 774, 
780, 912, 921, 929, 960, 983, 1098, 
1227, 1235. 

Reminiscent Cognition, 922. 
Reminiscence, 912. 

Renunciation, 885. 

Repetition, 930. 

Representative Cognition, 1573. 
Repression, 885. 

Resceiisional Texts, 1444, 1536, 1538. 
Resistance, 869. 

Resting ground, 1345. 

Revealed Word, 989, 991, 1101, 1379, 
1392. 

Revelations, 1262. 

Reversal of cViaracter, 875. 

Reveraal, 877. 

Rky 1400. 

Rock-crystal, 1544. 

Rope. 1478. 

Royal Edict, 799. 

^mbha, 1147, 1486. 

Rtuparriay 1409, 1521, 1522. 

Ruchakay 858. 

Rules, 1344. 
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Sacrifices* 1371* 1391* 1439. 

1016, 1147. 

Sahantabhadra, 866, 869, 870, 872. 
Satnakhyd, 11 A, 

Sdman, 1400. 

Sdmanta, 1098. 

Sdmdnyatodf^a, 1428. 

Sdmafa, 1436. 

Sambhava, 830. 

Sameness, 802. 

Samaarga, 880. 

Samakdra, 887. 

iSamvarta (Dissolution), 1382. 

Samvedana, 1375. 

Samvfta^ 1199. 

Samvrtii 1198. 

Sadjiid, 887. 

Sanketa, 1203. 

Sddkhya, 863, 925, 1028, 1085, 1087, 
1095, 1323, 1395. 

Sanskrit, 1217, 1218. 

^"-ra, 1429. 

SaiUrdfUika, 1244, 1523. 

Science of Reasoning, 751. 

Scientific Discussions, 1407. 

Scriptures, 1084, 1253, 1399, 1425. 
Seed and Sprout, 1129, 1339, 1442. 
Seer of Truth, 882. 

Self, 771, 1513, 1543, 1545. 
Self-cognition, 954, 1414, 1512, 1545. 
Self-cognisability, 949. 

Self-efiiciency, 1130. 

Self-luminous, 821. 

Self-sufficient validity, 870, 1346, 1380. 
Self-sufficiency, 1272, 1318. 
Self-validity, 1293, 1322, 1344, 1350, 
1354, 1356, 1384. 

Sensation, 864, 882. 

Sense-cognition, 904, 916, 941. 
Sense-organs, 851, 887, 899, 1055,1068, 
1342, 1370, 1388, 1389. 

Sense-perception, 746, 765, 1135, 1210, 
1239, 1243, 1307, 1316, 1323, 1370, 
1405. 

Sentence, 1232, 1248, 1250, 1258, 1321. 

„ —^Eternal, 1099. 

Series of Cognitions, 884. 

Series, 886, 889, 1091. 

„ —^Heterogeneous, 1092. 

Sexual Acts, 1260. 

Shauddhodani, 1412. 


Shdkya, 1496. 

Shdkya-Muni, 1411. 

„ Race, 1417. 

Shahara, 742, 746, 760, 763, 783, 808, 
878, 980, 989, 991, 999, 1028, 1082, 
1100, 1112, 1115, 1119, 1137, 1172, 
1192, 1215, 1266, 1267, 1304, 1315, 
1342, 1392, 1429, 1404. 

Shabda, 1085, 1086. 

Shdkya-Muni, 1535. 

Shafikara (Shiva), 1423. 

Shankara, 1548. 

Shankara-avdmirit 1164. 

Ska'dkha, 864. 

‘Shanno demfi, 6tc.\ 1140, 1141, 1219. 

Skdrikd, 1139. 

Shik^, 1085, 1400. 

Shin^ahapd, 1439, 1445. 

Shiva, 1546, 1548, 1549. 

Shhkavdrtika, 760, 762, 783, 783, 784, 
785, 786, 788, 789, 807, 809, 810, 
811, 812, 845, 846, 858, 943, 949, 
954, 955, 956, 979, 981, 996, 1007, 
1008, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1014, 
1015, 1016, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 
1027, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, 
1033, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038. 
1039, 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043, 1044, 
1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1051, 
1052, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1067, 1058, 
1069, 1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1065, 
1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 
1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 
1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 
1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 
1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 
1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1210, 1217, 
1236, 1255, 1256, 1262, 1271, 1282, 
1314, 1315, 1317, 1344, 1357, 1359, 
1361, 1364, 1387, 1397, 1418, 1532. 

ShraniaisM-Brdhmayua, 1559. 

Shrdvaka-Achchdriputra, 1417. 

Shrotriya, 751, 1026. 

Shruti, 1066. 

Shubhayupta, 938, 945, 952, 963, 968, 
970, 974, 987. 

Shuddhodana, 1547. 

Shudraa, 1430» 1653. 

Shunyavdda, 781, 943, 954, 955, 956, 
979. 

Similar, 941. 
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Similarity, 762, 764, 769, 770, 837, 
1332. 

Similitude, 760. 

Sins, Ten, 1530. 

Skandhaa, 867, 893. 

Sky-flower, 836. 

Sky-lotus, 894, 922, 947, 1132. 

Sleep, 021. 

Smallness, 1050. 

Smoke, 1243, 1319, 1387. 

Smfti-vmtera, 1382. 

Solar disc, 1193. 

Soul, 887, 888, 891, 894, 1017, 1046, 
1266, 1379, 1468, 1470, 1471, 1474, 
1477, 1544, 1549. 

SouUess, 1473, 1483. 

Soulleesness, 1528, 1529, 1544. 

Soul—No, 1134, 1174, 1468, 1475. 
Sound, 823, 1042, 1049, 1085, 1171, 
1186. 

Space, 894, 910, 945, 1037, 1161, 1180. 
Speaker, 1059, 1062, 1071, 1074, 1076, 
1491. 

Speaker’s Intention, 757. 

Speakership, 1495. 

Specific Individuality, 778, 802, 851, 
886, 904, 905, 906, 1523, 1574, 1575. 
Speech, 929. 

Spirit, 841, 1266, 1439, I486. 

Sphot<i, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013, 1014, 
1015, 1016, 1070, 1075, 1085, 1226, 
1227, 1228, 1231, 1237, 1239, 1249, 
1250. 

Srotdpannaj 1559. 

Srughna, 1022. 

StabiUty, 875, 877. 

Standard Entities, 838. 

State, 862, 873. 

States, 865, 877. 

Stick-holder, 1356. 

Story-books, 1125, 1128, 1255. 
Stupidity, 1349. 

Subject, 742. 

Subjective consciousness, 924, 1159. 
Sublation, 1116. 

Sublating Cognition, 1296, 1346, 1377. 
Subsidiary sciences, 1400. 

Subsistence, 913, 914. 

Substance, Quality, etc., 990. 

Sugata, 1260, 1429, 1472, 1483. 

Sumati —Jaina writer, 839, 840, 849, 
850. 


Summing up of PramdtMa, 832. 

Sun, 793, 1043, 1045, 1186, 1189, 1193- 
Sun—^reflected in water, 1043. 
Super-sensuous things, 1111, 1137, 
1392. 

Suppressor of Desires (Buddlia), 1486- 
Suspicion, 1349, 1379. 

Svarga, 1251. 

Svaklya, 1385. 

Svatah, 1385. 

Swoon, 921. 

Sword, 952. 

Syadvddfi, 835, 1470, 1471, 1487. 

T 

Tala, 1226. 

Taste, 1150. 

Tatfidgata, 885, 1416, 1417. 

„ — Mailreaya, 864. 

Tatpurum, 808. 

Tayin, 861, 1468, 1494, 1531. 

Teacher, 884, 1111, 1253, 1354. 
Teaching of Duty, 1259. 

Ten Sins, 1530. 

‘Ten Stages', 1434, 1560. 
Thought-Phases, 1485. 

Three Cognitions, 1347. 

Three Factors (Inference), 1390. 

Three Features, 765. 

Three'featured Probans, 1322. 

Throe Paths, 1483. 

Three Points of Time, 887. 

Thunder, 1168. 

Time, 823, 863, 910, 1080, 1225, 1243, 
1297, 1350, 1522. 

„ —Divisions of, 946. 

„ —All-pervading and eternal, 

1081. 

Tradition, 1215. 

„ as Pra/^»dtia, 831. 
Traditional Time of Teachers, 1117. 
Traikdlya, 861. 

Transmigrating Personality, 892. 
Trayl, 1430. 

Trisaha^a — Mdhdsahaitra, 1218. 
Trisatya, 1351. 

TftlydiahftdtUa, etc., etc.\ 1409. 

True Doctrine, 1469. 

True ELnowledge, 885. 

Trustworthy Person, 1301, 1353. 
Truth, 887, 1507, 1519. 

„ —Highest, 1469. 



1592 


TATTVASANaRAHA 


Truthfulness, 748, 1104. 

Try<mbaka, 1548. 

U 

Ubeyaka, 1385, 1386. 

Uddyotakara, 111, 1166, 1169. 
Umbrella, 781. 

Unborn One, 1349. 

Uncommon, 942. 

Unconscious, 960. 

„ Destruction, 1090, 1176. 

Unguents, 1503. 

Unique Entity, 767. 

Unitary Conception, 1238. 

Units, 862. 

Unity, 844. 

Universal. 762, 769, 770, 111, 838, 
858, 905, 941, 1006, 1008, 1015, 
1062, 1076, 1077, 1080, 1079, 1087, 
1088, 1089, 1093, 1134, 1141, 1146, 
1206, 1221, 1242, 1246, 1379, 1539, 
1555, 1574, 1575, 1577. 

Universal Dissolution—none, 1069, 
1381. 

„ „ 1382. 

Universe, 1394. 

Unmanifested state, 1087. 

‘ Upahd udkarn chumiV, 1260. 
Upamdna, 760. 

Upaniaada, 936, 1416. 

UpavSda, 1400. 

Updlambha, 849. 

Upalabdhi, 1375. 

Urvaahi, 1103, 1104. 

Usage, 802, 1068, 1069, 1215. 

1435. 

UUarga, 1294. 

V 

Vdhinl (River), 1518. 

Vaibkdaika, 861, 1244, 1395. 

Vaidika, 1427. 

Vainateya, 1260. 

Vaiahe^ka, 996, 1088, 1093, 1172. 
Validity, 1270, 1283, 1286, 1316, 1339, 
1345, 1347, 1360, 1373, 1384. 

VaUd Cognition, 1363. 

„ Knowledge, 742. 

Vardhamana, 1470, 1471. 
Vardhamdnaka, 858. 

Variegated character, 857. 

Variegated colour, 846. 


Variegation, 847. 

Varm, 1409. 

Vctaiuleva, 1297, 1349. 

Vaaumitra, 862, 864. 

Vdtaydyana, 760. 

Veda, 1101, 1102, 1105, 1218, 1219, 
1252, 1254, 1.303, 1312, 1317, 
1321, 1323, 1365, 1370, 1379. 

1380, 1381, 1383, 1400, 1516, 
1525, 1.532, 1537, 1538, 1546, 

„ —authoritative and reliable, 1099. 
,, —dependent on Persons, 1107. 
Vedand (Feeling), 887. 

Veddntin, 936. 

Vedic Injimction, 1099, 1100, 1241, 
1265, 1312, 1372. 

„ Personality, 1114. 

„ Scholars, 1116, 1170, 1173, 1380, 

1381, 1404, 1413, 1424, 14.30. 
„ Sentence, 1117. 

„ Study, 1097, 1258. 

„ Tradition, 1412. 

„ Words, 999. 

Velocity, 1042, 1170. 

Verbal Cognition, 741, 742, 747, 758, 
78.5, 1.300, 1308, 1386. 

„ Entity, 1239. 

„ Expression, 756. 

„ Statement, 760, 776. 

„ Text, 1381. 

„ Usage, 1216, 1218. 

Vihhltaka, 851. 

‘ VidhdyddV, 1407. 

Vldruma, 1518. 

Vindhya, 1287. 

V indh yavdain , 1086. 

Vipraa, 857. 

Viahemtodfsta, 1428. 

Viar^u, 1297, 1424, 1546. 

Visual Organ, 1045. 

„ Perception, 1139, 1159. 
Vivdha-dvdha, 1554. 

Void, 1514. 

Vfddhi (Grammatical), 1096, 1250. 
Vnhi, 1506. 

Vydkararui, 1400. 

Vydaa, 1112. 

Vyavahdra, 1068. 

W 

Water, 1187, 1189, 1370, 1394. 

Water-heating, 1508, 1511. 





WeU, 1045. 

White. 974. 

Wine, 1281. 

Wisdom. 933. 1103, 1505. 

Women. 1192. 

Word. Eternal, 1523. 

Word, Word-Sound, 744, 763, 760, 778, 
904, 1007, 1020, 1021, 1024, 1036, 
1038, 1039, 1061, 1063, 1066, 1067, 
1064, 1070, 1072, 1081, 1086, 1087, 
1098, 1099, 1131, 1136, 1141, 1146, 
1147, 1173, 1178, 1179, 1180, 1181, 
1182, 1183, 1184, 1193. 1195, 1197, 
1199, 1202, 1206, 1214. 1217, 1222, 
1230, 1234, 1241, 1262, 1267, 1262, 
1300, 1301, 1362, 1414, 1432, 1484. 

Word and Denotation, 923. 

,, „ Meaning, 1063. 


1693 

Word-—etemality of, 1023. 

Words, 1493. 

World, 1381. 

Wrong Cognition, 1163, 1316, 1317, 
1377, 1390, 1391. 

,, notions, 1486. 


Y. 

Yaga, 1261. 

Yajfiata, 1436. 

Yajua, 1401. 

Yakaa, 831. 

Yellow, 978. 

Yoga, 1523. 

Yogin, 1529. 

Yoga-autra, 1384, 

Yukti (as a Pramdi^), 827. 
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SELECT OPINIONS 


Sylvain Levi; The Gaekwad’s Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub> 
llshed in India. 

Asiatic Review, London; It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
editorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference t Work of the same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London; The scientific 
publications known as the ** Oriental Series ” 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London; 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor¬ 
ous management the ** Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series” is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt.; The valuable Indian 
histories included in the ** Gaekwad’s Ori¬ 
ental Series ” will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London; These 
studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on the 
editor and His Highness. 






GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published 
at the Oriental Institute, Baroda 

I. BOOKS PUBLISHED. 

Rs. A. 

1. K§vyam!maihsS: a work on poetics, by Rajasekhara 

(880-920 A.D.): edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Ananta- 
krishna Sastry, 1916. Reissued, 1924. Third edition 
revised and enlarged by Pandit K. S. Ramaswami 
Shastri of the Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1934 .. 2-0 

This booh haa been set as a text-book by several Universities indvding 
Benares, Bombay, and Patna. 

2. Naranarayanananda: a poem on the PaurSnio story of 

Arjuna and Krsna’s rambles on Mount Girnar, by Vas- 
tupAla, Minister of King Viradhavala of Dholka, com¬ 
posed between Samvat 1277 and 1287, i.e., A.D. 1221 
and 1231: edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna 
Sastry, 1916 .. .. .. Out of print. 

3. Tarkasahgraha: a work on Philosophy (refutation of 

Vaisesika theory of atomic creation) by Anandajfiana 
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sahkara- 
carya’s Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13th century: edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917. Out of print. 

4. Parthaparakrama: a drama describing Arjuna’s re¬ 

covery of the cows of King Vira^, by Prahladanadeva, 
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother of 
the Paramara king of Chandravatl (a state in MSrwar), 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yuvaraja in Samvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by 
C. D. Dalai, 1917 .. .. .. Out of print. 

5. Ra 9 ti*^udhavariiSa: an historical poem (Mahakavya) 

describing the history of the Bagulas of Mayuragiri, 
from Rastraudha, king of Kanauj and the oripnator 
of the dynasty, to Narayana Shah of Mayuragiri, by 
Rudra Kavi, composed in Saka 1518 or A.D. 1596: 
edited by Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with Intro¬ 
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 .. .. Out of print. 

6. LiAganuSasana: on Grammar, by Vamana, who lived 

between the last quarter of the 8th century and the 
first quarter of the 9th century: edited by C. D. 

Dalai, 1918 .. .. ..0-8 

7. Vasantavilasa: an historical poem (Mahakavya) de¬ 

scribing the life of Vastup&la and the history of 
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Guzerat, by B&Iaohandrasuri (from Modheraka or 
Modhera in Kadi Prant, Baroda State), contemporary 
of Vastup&Ia, composed after his death for his son in 
Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240): edited by C. D. Dalai, 1917 1-8 

8. RQpakasatkam : six dramas by Vatsardja, minister of 

Paramardideva of Kalinjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st quarter of 13th cen¬ 
tury : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1918 .. Out of print 

9. Mohaparajaya : an allegorical drama describing the 

overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver¬ 
sion of Kumarapala, the Chalukya King of Guzerat, 
to Jainism, by YasahpSla, an officer of King Ajaya- 
deva, son of Kumarapala, who reigned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by Muni Clhaturvijayaji with Introduc¬ 
tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalai, 1918 .. 2-0 

10. Hammiramadamardana : a drama glorifying the two 

brothers, Vastupala and Tejahp&la, and their King Vlra- 
dhavala of Dholka, by Jayasimhasuri, pupil of Vlra- 
suri, and an Acarya of the temple of Munisuvrata 
at Broach, composed between Samvat 1276 and 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 .. 2-0 

11. Udayasundarikatha : a romance (Campu, in prose and 

poetry) by Soddhala, a contemporary of and patronised 
by the three brothers, ChchittarSja, Nagarjuna, and 
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Konkan, composed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050: edited by C. D. Dalai 
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 .. 2-4 

12. Mahavidyavidambana : a work on Nyaya Philosophy, 

by Bhatta Vadindra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274: edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 .. .. 2-8 

13. Praclnagurjarakavysadgraha: a collection of old 

Guzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th centuries 
A.D.: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 .. .. 2-4 

14. Kumarapalapratibodha: a biographical work in 

Prakrta, by Somaprabh&charya, composed in Samvat 

1241 or A.D. 1195 : edited by Muni Jinavijayaji, 1920 7-8 

15. Gapakarika : a work on Philosophy (Pa^upata School), 

by Bhasarvajna who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th 
century : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921 .. .. 1-4 

16. SaAgitamakaranda: a work on Music, by Narada: 

edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 .. .. .. 2-0 

17. Kavindracarya List: list of Sanskrit works in the 

collection of Kavindracarya, a Benares Pandit (1656 
A.D.): edited by R. Anantakrishna Shastry, with a 
foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 .. .. 0-12 

18. Varahagrhyasutra: Vedic ritual (domestic) of the 

Yajurveda: edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920 .. 0-10 

19. Lekhapaddhati: a collection of models of state and pri¬ 

vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A.D.: 
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edited by C. D, Dalai and G. K. Shrigondekar, 

.. .. .. ..2-0 

20. Bhavi^ayattakaha or Paficamikaha: a romance in 

Apabhrarhsa language, by Dhanapala {circa 12th. cen¬ 
tury) : edited by C. D. Dalai and Dr. P. D. Qune, 1923 6-0 : 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and Im¬ 

portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere, compiled by C. D. Dalai and edited by Pieiudit 

L. B. Gandhi, 1923 .. .. .. 3-4 

22. ParaSuramakalpasutra : a work on Tantra, with com¬ 

mentary by Ramesvara: edited by A. Mabadeva 
Sastry, B.A., 1923 .. .. Out of print. 

23. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasur&makalpasutra 

by UmSnandanStha: edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 

B.A., 1923^ Second revised edition by Swami Tirvik- 
rama Tirtha, 1930 .. .. .. 5-0 

24. Tantrarahasya: a work on the Prabhakara School 

of Purvamlmarhsa, by Ramanujacarya: edited by Dr. 

R. Stiamasastry, 1923 .. .. Out of print. 

25,32. Samarahgana: a work on architecture, town- 
planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th century): edited by Mahamahopadhyaya T. 
Ganapati Shastri, Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1924-1925 10-0 

26. 41. Sadhanam§la : a Buddhist TSntric text of rituals, 

dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 small works, com¬ 
posed by distinguished writers: edited by Benoytosh 
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1925- 
1928 .. .. .. .. .. 14-0 

27. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central 

Library, Baroda : compiled by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M. A., and K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, with a Preface 

by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., in 12 vols., vol. I (Veda, 
Vedalaksana, and Upanisads), 1925 .. .. 6-0 

28. Manasoilasa or Abhilasitarthacintamapi: an ency¬ 

clopaedic work treating of one hundred different topics 
connected with the Royal household and the Royal 
court, by Somesvaradeva, a Chalukya king of the 12th 
century: edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. I, 1925 .. .. .. .. 2-12 

29. Nalavilasa: a drama by Rftmachandrasuri, pupil of 

Hemachandrasuri, describing the Pauranika story of 
Nala and DamayantI: edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 .. .. 2-4 

30. 31. TattvasaAgraha : a Buddhist philosophical work 

of the 8th century, by ^Sntaraksita, a Professor at 
Nfilanda with Pafijika (commentary) by his disciple 
Kamala^Ila, also a Professor at NalandS: edited by 
Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with a Foreword 
by B. Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1926 •• 


24-0 
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33^84. Miraf-i-Ahmadi: by Ali Mahammad Khan, the 
last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original 
Persian by Sycd Nawab Ali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 
Baroda College, 2 vols., illustrated, 1926-1928 •. 19-8 

35. MSnavagfhyasOtra: a work on Vedio ritual (domestic) 
of the Yajurveda with the Bhisya of Astftvakra: 
edited with an introduction in ^nskrit by Pandit 
BSmakrishna Harshaji ^&stri, with a Preface by Prof. 

B. C. Lele, 1926 .. .. .. .. 5-0 

36,68. Natyafiastra: of Bharata with the commentary of 
Abhinavagupta of Kashmir: edited by M. Ramakri^na 
Kavi, M.A., 4 vols., vol. I, illustrated, 1926 {tmt of 
pnn/), vol.II, 1934 5-0 

37. ApabhraihSakavyatray!: consisting of three wprks, 

the Carcarl, Upade^rasayana, and Kdlasvarupakulaka, 
by Jinadatta Suri (12th century) with commentaries: 
edited with an elal^rate introduction in Sanskrit by 

L. B. Gandhi, 1927 .. .. 4-0 

38. Nyayaprave&a, Part I (Sanskrit Text): on Buddhist 

Logic of Dihnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadra 
Suri and Pftrsvadeva: edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva, 

M. A., LL.B., Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Hindu University, 

Benares, 1930 • • • • .. 4-0 

39. NyayapraveSa, Part II (Tibetan Text): edited with 

introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu- 
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, Vidyabhavana, Vis- 
vabharati, 1927 .. .. .. .. 1-8 

40. AdvayavajrasaAgraha: consisting of twenty short 

wor^ on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra, a Bud¬ 
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century A.D., 
edited by Mahftmahopadhy&ya Dr. Haraprasad Sastri, 

M.A., C.I.E., Hon. D.Litt., 1927 .. .. 2-0 

42. 60. KalpadrukoSa : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico¬ 

graphy, by Eesava; edited with an elaborate introduc¬ 
tion by the late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma, 
Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patna and index by Pandit 
Shrikant Sharma, 2 vols., vol. 1 (text), vol. II (index), 
1928-1932 .. .. .. 14-0 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement: by Ali Muhammad 

Khan. Translated into English from the original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (retired), and Prof. 

Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. Illustrated. Ck>rrected reissue, 

1928 .. .. .. 6-8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works : comprising PrajfiopSyavini^- 

cayasiddhi of Anafigavajra and Jfiftnasiddhi of Indra- 
bhuti—two important works belonging to the little 
known Tantra school of Buddhism (8th century 
A.D.): edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 .. 3-0 

45. BhavaprakaSana : of SaradAtanaya, a comprehensive 

work on Dramaturgy and ]^sa, belonging to 
A.D. 1175-1260; edited by His Holiness Tadugiri 
Tatiraja Swami, Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 ., .. 7-0 
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46. RSmacarlta : of Abhinanda, Court poet of H^ravarsa 

probably the same as Devapala of the Pfila Dynasty of 
Bengal (cir. 9th century A.D.): edited by K. S. Rama- 
swami Sastri, 1929 .. .. .. 7-8 

47. NafijaraJayaSobhu^aQa ; by Nrsimhakavi alias Abhi- 

nava Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Nafijarftja, son of Vlrabhupa of 
Mysore: edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, 1930 6-0 

48. Nfifyadarpa^a: on dramaturgy, by R&macandra Suri 

with his own commentary: edited by Pandit L. B. 

Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 2 vols., vol. I, 

1929 .. .. .. .. ..4-8 

49. Pre-Difinaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from 

Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of ^atdiastr^ of Aryadeva, Tibetan text and English 
translation of Vigraha-vydvartani of NagSrjuna and the 
re-translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Updyahf- 
day a and TarkoAdstra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 

1930 .. .. .. .. 9-0 

50. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement: Persian text giving 

an account of Guzerat, by Ali Muhammad ^an: 
edited by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud- 
din College, Junagadh, 1930 .. .. .. 6-0 

51,77. TrisastiSalakapuru^acaritra: of Hemacandra, trans¬ 
lated into English with copious notes by Dr. Helen 
M. Johnson of Osceola, Missouri, U.S.A. 4 vols., vol. I 
(Adl^varacaritra), illustrated, 1931; vol. II, 1937 .. 26-0 

52. Dapdaviveka: a comprehensive Penal Code of the 

ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the 15th century 
A.D.: edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krsna 
Smrtitirtha, 1931 .. .. .. .. 8-8 

53. Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja : the earliest and 

the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of 
the Buddhists (3rd century A.D.): edited by B. Bhatta- 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 .. 4-4 

54. Jayakhyasaihhita: an authoritative Pancaratra work 

of the 5th century A.D., highly respected by the South 
Indian Vaisnavas: edited by Pandit E. Krishnama- 
charyya of Vadtal, with one illustration in nine colours 
and a Foreword by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1931 .. 12-0 

55. Kavyalankarasarasamgraha; of Udbhata with the 

commentary, probably the same as Udbhafcaviveka of 
Bajftnaka Tilaka (11th century A.D.): edited by K. S. . 
Eamaswami Sastri, 1931 .. .. . • 2-0 

56. Parananda Sutra: an ancient Tantric work of the 

Hindus in Sutra form giving details of many practices 
and rites of a new School of Tantra; edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha with a Foreword by B. Bhatta¬ 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 


3-0 
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57,09. Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh: history of the Safawi Period of 
Persian History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Hasan- 
i-Rumlu: edited by C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (refired). 

Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford. 

2 vols. (Persian text and translation in English), > 
1932-34 .. .. .. ..19-8 

58. Padmananda Mahakavya: giving the life history of 

Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthafikara of the Jainas, by 
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century: edited by 
H. R. Kapadia, M.A., 1932 .. .. .. 14-0 

59. Sabdaratnasamanvaya : an interesting lexicon of the 

Nanartha class in Sanskrit compiled by the Maratha 
King Sahaji of Tanjore: edited by Pandit Vitthala 
Sastrl, Sanskrit Path^ala, Baroda, with a Foreword by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1932 .. .. 11-0 

61. Saktisafigama Tantra: a voluminous compendium of 

the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Kali, Tar&, 
Sundari and Chhinnamasta: edited by B. Bhatta¬ 
charyya, M.A., Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. I, Kalikhanda, 1932 2-8 

62. Prajnaparamitas: commentaries on the Prajfiapara- 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by 
Giuseppe Tucci, Member, Italian Academy, 2 vols., 
vol, I, 1932 ,. .. .. .. 12-0 

63. Tarikh-i-Mubarakhshahi: an authentic and contem¬ 

porary account of the kings of the Saiyyid Dynasty of 
Delhi; translated into English from original Persian by 
Kamal Krishna Basu, M.A., Professor, T.N.J. College, 
Bhagalpur, with a Foreword by Sir Jadunath Sarkar, 

Kt., 1932 .. .. .. ..7-8 

64. Siddhantabindu : on Ved&nta philosophy, by Madhusu- 

dana Sarasvatl with commentary of Puru 9 ottama: 
edited by P. C. Divaiiji, M.A., LL.M., 1933 .. 11-0 

65. I^tasiddhi: on Vedanta philosophy, by VimuktatmA, 

disciple of Avyayatma, with the author’s own comment¬ 
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja’s College, Mysore, 1933 .. 14-0 

66. 70, 73. Shabara-Bhasya: on the MimamsS. Sutras of 

Jaimini: Translated into English by Mahamahopadh- 
yaya Dr. Ganganath Jha, M.A., D.Litt., etc., Vice- 
Chancellor, University of Allahabad, in 3 vols., 1933- 
1936 .. .. .. .. 48-0 

67. Sanskrit Texts from Bali: comprising a large num¬ 

ber of Hindu and Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
other texts recovered from the islands of Java and Bali 
with comparisons: edited by Professor Sylvain Levi, 

1933 .. .. .. .. ..3-8 

71. Narayana Sataka: a devotional poem of high literary 
merit by Vidyakara with the commentary of Pitambara: 
edited by Pandit Shrikant Sharma, 1935 ., .. 2-0 
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72. Rajadharma-Kaustubha: an elaborate Sm^rti work on 
Bajadharma, Rajaniti and the requirements of kings, 
by Anantadeva: edited by the late Mahamahopadhyaya 
Kamala Krishna Smytitirtha, 1936 

74. Portuguese Vocables in Asiatic Languages: trans- 

lated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X. 

Soares, M.A., LL.B., Baroda College, Baroda, 1936 .. 

75. Nayakaratna: a commentary on the Nyayaratnamala 

of P&rthasarathi Mi^ra by RSmanuja of the Prabhakara 
School: edited by K. S. Ramaswami Sastri of the 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1937 

76. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 

dars at Pattan : edited from the notes of the late Mr. 

C. D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. I, 1937 

78. Gapitatilaka: of Srlpati with the commentary of 

Siinhatilaka, a non-Jain work on Arithmetic with 
a Jain commentary: edited by H. R. Kapadia, M.A., 

1937 

79. The Foreign Vocabulary of the Quran: showing the 

extent of borrowed words in the sacred text: compiled 
by Professor Arthur Jetfery of the School of Oriental 

Studies, Cairo, 1938 .. .. .. 12-0 

80. 83. Tattvasahgraha : of 6ahtarak§ita with the commen¬ 

tary of Kamalafilla: translated into English by Maha¬ 
mahopadhyaya Dr. Ganganath Jha, 2 vols., 1937-39 .. 37-0 

81. Haihsa-vilasa: of Hamsa Mitthu: forms an elaborate 

defence of the various mystic practices and worship: 
edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha and Mahamaho¬ 
padhyaya Hathibhai Shastri, 1937 .. .. 5-8 

82. Suktimuktaval!: a well-known Sanskrit work on 

Anthology, of Jalhana, a contemporary of King Krsna 
of the Northern Y&dava Dynasty (A.D. 1247): edited 
by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, Sanskrit Pathasala, 

Vadtal, 1938 .. .. ‘ ..11-0 


II. BOOKS IN THE PRESS. 

1. NatyaSastra: edited by M. Ramakrishna Kavi, 4 vols., 

vol. III. 

2. Manasollasa or Abhila^itarthacintamani, edited by G. K. 

Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., vol. II. 

3. Alaihkaramahodadhi: a famous work on Sanskrit 

Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Suri at the 
request of Minister Vastupala in 1226 A.D.: edited by 
Lalchandra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

4. DvadaSaranayacakra: an ancient polemical treatise 

giving a resume of the different philosophical systems 
with a refutation of the same from the Jain stand- 


10-0 

12-0 

4-8 

8-0 

4-0 
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point by Mallavadi Suri with a commentary by 
Simbasuri Gani: edited by Muni Caturvijayaji. 

5. Krtyakalpataru : of Lak^mldhara, minister of King 

Govindachandra of Kanauj: edited by Principal K. V. 
Rangaswami Aiyangar, Hindu University, Benares. 

6. Bphaspati Smrti, being a reconstructed text of the 

now lost work of Bphaspati: edited by Principal K. V. 
Rangaswami Aiyangar, Hindu University, Benares. 

7. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda : compiled by K. S. Ramaswami 
Sastri, Srauta Pandit, Oriental Institute Baroda, 12 
vols., vol. II (Srauta, Dharma, and Grhya Sutras). 

8. Madhavanala-Kamakandaia : a romance in old Western 

Rajasthani by Ganapati, a Kayastha from Amod: 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A., LL.B. 

9. Tattvopaplava : a masterly criticism of the opinions of 

the prevailing Philosophical Schools by Jayara6i: 
edited by Pandit Sukhalalji of the Benares Hindu 
University. 

10. Anekantajayapataka : of Haribhadra Suri (c. 1120 A.D.) 

with his own commentary and Tippanaka by Muni- 
chandra the Guru of Vadideva Suri: edited by H. R. 
Kapadia, M.A. 

11. Parama-Sathhita : an authoritative work on the 

Pancharatra system : edited by Dewan Bahadur S. 
Krishnaswami Aiyangar, of Madras. 

III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

1. Prajfiaparamitas: commentaries on the Prajfiapara- 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by Prof. 
Giuseppe Tucci, 2 vols., vol. II. 

2. Saktisahgama Tantra : comprising four books on Kali, 

Tara, Sundari, and Chhinnamasta: edited by B. 
Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 4 vols., vols. II-IV. 

3. Nalyadarpana: introduction in Sanskrit giving an 

account of the antiquity and usefulness of the In¬ 
dian drama, the different theories on Rasa, and an ex¬ 
amination of the problems raised by the text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. II. 

4. Gurjararasavali: a collection of several old Gujarati 

Rasas: edited by Messrs. B. K. Thakore, M. D. Desai, 
and M. C. Modi. 

6. Tarkabhasa: a work on Buddhist Logic, by Mok^akara 
Gupta of the Jagaddala monastery: edited with a 
Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Embar Krishnama- 
charya of Vadtal. 

6. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 
Institute, Baroda: compiled by the Library staff, 12 
vols., vol. Ill (Smyti MSS.), 



7. An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti¬ 

tute, Baroda : compiled from the existing card cata¬ 
logue by the Library Staff. 

8. Nftikalpataru : the famous Niti work of K^emendra: 

edited by Sardar K. M. Panikkar, M.A., of Patiala. 

9. Chhakkammuvaeso : an Apabhramsa work of the Jains 

containing didactic religious teachings: edited by 
L B. Gandhi, Jain Pandit. 

10. Saihrat Siddhanta : the well-known work on Astro¬ 

nomy of Jagannatha Pandit: critically edited with 
numerous diagrams by Pandit Kedar Nath, Rajjyotisi, 
Jaipur. 

11. Vimalaprabha : the famous commentary on the Kala- 

cakra Tantra and the most important work of the 
Kalacakra School of the Buddhists: edited with com¬ 
parisons of the Tibetan and Chinese versions by Giuseppe 
Tucci of the Italian Academy. 

12. Ni^pannayogambara Tantra : describing a largo 

number of mandalas or magic circles and numerous 
deities: edited by B. Bhattacharyya. 

13. Basatin-i-Salatin : a contemporary account of the 

Sultans of Bijapur: translated into English by M. A. 
Kazi of the Baroda College and B. Bhattacharyya. 

14. Madana Maharpava : a Smpti work principally dealing 

with the doctrine of Karmavipaka composed during 
the reign of Mandhata son of Madanapala: edited by 
Embar Krishnamachaiya. 

15. TrisastiSalakapurusacaritra : of Hemacandra: trans¬ 

lated into English by Dr. Helen Johnson, 4 vols., 
vols. III-IV. 

16. Vivada Gintamani : of Vachaspati Misra : an authorita¬ 

tive Smrti work on the Hindu Law of Inheritance: 
translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Ganganatha Jha. 

17. Brhaspatitattva : a Saiva treatise belonging to an early 

stratum of the Agamic literature written in old Javanese 
with Sanskrit ^lokas interspread in the text: edited by 
Dr. A. Zeiseniss of Leiden. 

18. Anu Bha^ya : a standard work of the Suddhadvaita 

School: translated into English by Prof. G. H. Bhatt, 
M.A. of the Baroda College. 

19. Aparajitaprecha : a voluminous work on architecture 

and fine-arts: edited by Mr. P. A. Mankad, L.C.E. 

20. Hetubindu : the famous work of Dharmakirti on Buddhist 

logic : edited from a single MS. discovered at Pattan, by 
Pandit Sukhalalji of the Benares Hindu University. 
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21. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 
dars at Pattan : edited from the notes of the late Mr. 

0. D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. II. 

For further particulars please communicate 
with— 

Thb Diebotob, 

Oriental Institute, Baroda. 



11 


1 . 


2 . 


3. 


4 . 


THE GAEKWAD’S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY. 


Rs. A. 

The Comparative Study of Religions: [Contents: 

I, the sources and nature of religious truth. II, super¬ 
natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo¬ 
tional attitude and religious ideals]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 .. .. .. 16-0 


Goods and Bads: being the substance of a series of 
talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents : introduction. I, physical values. 

II, intellectual values. Ill, aesthetic values. IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment]: by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 6) .. .. 3-0 


Immortality and other Essays: [Contents: I, philos¬ 
ophy and life. II, immortality. Ill, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con¬ 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and beauty. XII, religion and history. 

XIII, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3) .. .. 2-0 

Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadia-i- 
Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit: trans¬ 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 .. 0-14 


Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharyya, 


M.A., Ph.D. 


0-6 
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